Languages 
and their Speakers 
in Ancient Eurasia 



Dedicated to 

Professor Aharon Dolgopolsky 
on his 70th Birthday 


Edited by Vitaly Shevoroshkin and Paul Sidwell 
AHL Studies in the Science and History of Language 5 













ASSOCIATION FOR THE HISTORY OF LANGUAGE 
MONOGRAPHS AND SERIALS 


MONOGRAPH SERIES I 

AHL STUDIES IN THE 
SCIENCE & HISTORY OF LANGUAGE 5 

Editors 

Vitaly Shevoroshkin (University of Michigan) 
Paul J. Sidwell (Australian National University) 


Volume 5 


Languages and their Speakers in Ancient Eurasia 



LANGUAGES AND THEIR SPEAKERS IN ANCIENT EURASIA 



He MOnceM Momamb 


Published in Canberra in 2002 

by the Association for the History of Language 

Postal address: 

LPO Box A139 
Australian National University 
ACT, 0200, Australia 


Typeset by Fabrice Cavolo and Paul Sidwell 


Cataloging Data 

Shevoroshkin, Vitaly & Paul Sidwell (eds.). 

Languages and their Speakers in Ancient Eurasia 

(Association for the History of Language, Monograph Series 1, 

AHL Studies in the Science & History of Language 5) 

1. Linguistics - Historical Linguistics, 2. Eurasia - Pre-History, 

ISBN 0 9577251 3 2 

© Copyright 2002—The Authors 

*The views expressed in signed articles are not necessarily the views of the editors or of the 
Association for the History of Language. 



1st Preface 


by V. Shevoroshkin 


I 

This volume is dedicated to Aharon (Aron Borisovich) Dolgopolsky, an 
outstanding historical linguist, in connection with his 70th birthday. 

A.D. graduated from the prestigious Moscow Pedagogical Institute of 
Foreign Languages, and soon defended a PhD thesis on Latin inscriptions. I first 
met him in 1962, in the Sector (=Department) of Structural Linguistics of the 
Russian Language Institute (USSR Academy of Sciences) where I had just got a 
job; Aron was already working there for some time (later he joined the African 
Languages Sector in the Institute of Linguistics where he worked until his 
emigration to Haifa in 1977). 

Aron immediately started to outline for me his results in comparing several, 
distantly related, language families, namely, IE, Kartvelian, Hamito-Semitic 
(=Afroasiatic), Uralic, Altaic, Chukchee-Kamchatkan, which he called Boreic or 
Borealic (later he switched to Pedersen’s term Nostratic which was also used by 
V.Ulich-Svitych; this latter didn’t analyze Chukchcc-Kamchatkan but he used 
Dravidian in his comparison). For me, this was very interesting because my own 
list of IE roots contained many references to possible non-IE cognates. 

Since then we frequently discussed Nostratic matters, first in Russia, and 
later abroad, when visiting each other or meeting at linguistic conferences. I agreed 
with A.D. in principle but objected to his treatment of IE laryngeals: I couldn't 
accept the concept that pre-IE sound combinations of the type Ha, all, - or Ho, oil, 
- would first turn into (h)e, e(h) in IE (without any indication that e ever existed in 
such combinations), and then misteriously regain their original vocalism (h)a, a(h) 
[i.e., ha-, -ahh- in Hittite; a-, -a(:)- in West-IE], or (h)o, o(h), for that matter. 

As we can see (cf. excerpts from Dolgoplosky’s Nostratic Dictionary), A.D. 
now uses correctly reconstructed IE roots: for instance, IE *xant- ‘forehead, front’ 
[directly from Nostratic *qanTV] > Hitt, ham- vs West-IE *ant-. 

A.D. started to compare Nostratic languages several years before I-S did, 
never finding out about I-S’s work, until V. Dybo introduced them to each other 
(Dybo was secrclely conducting an experiment, comparing I-S’s and A.D.’s 
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results, until he was sure that their independent data match each other, thus 
confirming the correctness of the reconstruction). 

A.D. considered I-S the founder of modem Nostratic: It was I-S who didn’t 
just compare Uralic, Altaic, Dravidian and other roots, looking for Nostratic 
cognates, but, after reconstructing the whole system (phonetics, morphology, 
syntax, lexicon in there mutual dependency) of a given daughter language, used this 
data for the appropriate proto-Nostratic reconstruction—including, naturally, 
Nostratic roots/words, both grammatical and lexical. I-S was convinced that a solid 
Nostratic reconstruction has to be based entirely on the well-known comparative- 
historical method; he proved to be right. 

A.D. was known as a very compassionate and helpful person, full of 
sparkling humor, fiercely loyal to both friends and pupils. Scholars, assistants, and 
graduate students enjoyed amateur performances in the Institute of Linguistics with 
Aron in some prominent comic roles. 

Along with graduate students he would compile, and then sing (using popular 
tunes), some humorous linguistics-related songs. One of the songs declared that “at 
the beginning there was a word, but no morphemes, so there was no linguistics 
whatsoever, and no problems. But very many labels were created since then, and 
the conquistadors discovered a whole lot of languages. Now, the 20th century 
knows a bunch of de Saussurcs, each fighting for his own model, and one out of 
five is a creator of his own linguistics”. The song ended on a sad note, complaining 
that the number of knowledgeable native speakers of small languages is rapidly 
decreasing. Another song reflected the whole (highly condensed) history of 
theoretical linguistics; I was sure that, knowing this song, a graduate student could 
safely pass an appropriate exam without having consulted much of other sources. 

In the years 1966-9, when working in the Institute of Linguistics, A.D. 
taught a course in Nostratic at the Moscow University Department of philology. His 
lectures were always crowded—there were both undergraduate and graduate 
students, instructors, professors—though the most interested and most capable to 
immidiately grasp the difficult material seemed to be two high school students: 
Sasha Lehrman and Serezha Starostin, now prominent historical linguists. 

After V.Illich-Svitych’s tragic death in 1966, A.D. temporarily scaled down 
his own research in order to help V.Dybo to reconstruct, from I-S’s cards and 
notes, most of the Nostradic dictionary (two volumes) which was being prepared 
for publication by I-S, who used to confine numerous supporting data to his 
memory, and not to his files. The 1st vol. of I-S’s work (A Comparison of 
Nostratic Languages, in Russian) appeared in Moscow in 1971. R. Bulatova, a 
close friend and colleague of both I-S and Dybo, described A.D.’s contribution as 
follows: 
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Aron proved to be a person capable of great self-sacrifice, a selfless 
worker, ready to perform any amount of labor in the interests of 
science, (see Reconstructing Languages and Cultures , Bochum, 
Brockmeyer 1989: 22). 

A.D. had to postpone his long-planned emigration to Israel, waiting until the 
2nd vol. of I-S’s dictionary safely appeared (in 1976). When, in a few months, 
A.D.'s plane landed at the Ben Gurion international airport, the President of Israel 
was already waiting there, to welcome A.D. to his country. 

Almost 12 years have passed until A.D. could again meet in person both his 
Russian colleagues-Nostraticists (V. Ivanov, V.Dybo), as well as his many pupils 
(S. Starostin, E. Helimsky and others) in Ann Arbor, at the 1st International 
symposium on language and prehistory in 1988. As K.Rowenchuk wrote in her 
Remarks on the Symposium (ibid.: 9-10): 

On Tuesday evening, Nov. 8th, the delegation of 11 linguists and one 
archaeologist from the USSR arrived at Detroit Metropolitan Airport... 

It was, in all likelihood, the first time that such a large Soviet delegation 
had come to the US to take part in a linguistic conference of any type. 

For most it was the first time they had travelled abroad or to the West 


In the lobby of the Ann Arbor Inn they met Aron Dolgopolsky who 
embraced them two and three at a time. Although some of them were 
too young to have known the co-reconstructionist of Nostratic before he 
left Moscow 11 years earlier it was clearly an emotional reunion. Later 
that evening when these members of the Moscow School, reunited, and 
several other conference participants met up at a local pub, E.Helimsky 
remarked how some of them used to meet with professors Dolgopolsky 
and Shevoroshkin in Moscow, adding: “Who would have thought that 
we would all be together again—in Ann Arbor?” 


II 

A.D. published an early book on Cushitic as well as a large number of papers 
on Afro-Asiatic, Altaic, IE; reconstruction of many Nostratic roots; Nostratic 
pronouns; linguistic typology, etc. In 1998 his book Nostratic Macrofamily and 
Linguistic Palaeontology appeared in Cambridge, England, where a Nostratic 
symposium (organized by Lord Renfrew) convened the same year: A.D.’s book 
was the basis for a discussion at the symposium (materials of this symposium 
appeared in a form of another solid book Nostratic: Examining a Language 
Macrofamily , ibid., 1999; see my two reviews in the journal Mother Tongue VI 
( 2001 )). 
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The book Nostratic Macrofamily... contains 124 entries from A.D.’s major 
work—his Nostratic Dictionary —which comprises over 2300 entries. This latter 
study was completed a year ago, and now A.D. is close to finishing the Index to 
this dictionary. This book will also appear in Cambridge (it is published by The 
McDonald Institute for Archaeological Research headed by Lord Renfrew). 

A.D.’s monumental Nostratic Dictionary symbolizes the accomplishment of 
the Nostratic research in the 20th century. Our present book reflects this research, 
as also some new directions of Nostratic (and other similar) studies—such as a 
deepened exploration in Nostratic phonetics (which provides us with some new 
laws governing the Nostratic languages), combined with a control mechanism 
which may be imposed on Nostratic reconstruction by the data of languages related 
to Nostratic (first of all, Sino-Caucasian which seem more archaic than Nostr., 
having preserved the vast majority of features of the appropriate language-ancestor: 
see below). 

A short, but highly important, paper by S. Starostin in the present volume 
shows that there is a formerly unknown sound correspondence in 3 Nostratic 
languages (Kjartv.j, IE, A[ltaicj), namely: 

KD: IED: AT’ 

[D = dent, or (lab.-)vel./palat. voiced stop; T=t or k] 

which is different from the known correspondences: 

1) K D: IE Dh : A D 

2) KT:YED: AT 

3) K 7” : IE T: A 7” 

(There are 10 sets with the new correspondence in S.Starostin’s paper in this 
volume [the set with IE *dei(w)- ‘day’ seems invalid: see J.Bengtson’s paper on 
“heavenly bodies”, ex. 7 *DAGU]\ cf. 20 more sets in Starostin’s note published in 
the Materials of the Moscow 2000 Nostratic conference). 

Most sets seem to show that original labiodentals of the type *dw or, 
accordingly, labiovelars/labiouvulars of the type *gw, * Gw may have been 
involved. If we compare this new data with what we find in Sino-Caucasian (SC) 
and Afroasiatic (AA) cognates, we see that, mostly, SC exx. show the above 
sounds ( *dw , etc.), whereas AA exx. [after Orel & Stolbova] show *t, *k. 

For instance, NC *d(w)erV or *dwerxwV ‘stick’ (vs AA: Sem. *taruw- , 
WChad. *taru- ‘tree’) seems to match K *dwire- ‘log’, IE *denv- ‘tree’, A 
*t‘(i)or(g)e ‘log’; NC *Gwe:rV ‘rock’ (vs AA *kur- ‘mountain’) matches K *gora 
‘hill’, etc.; NC *GwVyV ‘thick’ matches K *gw- ‘feed, fat’, IE *g“'ey(o)- ‘live, 
fat’, etc. This may indicate that the underlying roots of proto-Nostr./AA/SC 
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showed labial consonants which were preserved in K (as *dw, *gw, also *go < 
*gwV) but lost the labial element in A, which resulted in spirantization. 

In Starostin’s 1989 comparison of Nostratic and Sino-Caucasian (in 
Exploration in Language Macrofamilies, Bochum, Brockmeyer: 42-66) the author 
maintained that SC (and NC) *dw, *gw match Nostratic t', k’, whereas SC/NC 
*G(w) matches Nostratic *g or *k. But his new comparison shows that the match 
could be more “sophisticated”, covering all cases according to just one, relatively 
complex, rule—still, there are cases which show a somewhat different phonetic 
development. 

Most papers in our book deal with different aspects of the history of Nostr., 
SC, and other languages. 

Both linguistic and cultural aspects are discussed in the papers by C. Boisson 
and V. Ivanov. Boisson studies the origin of certain Sumerian designations of 
animals in connection with borrowing theories. Ivanov discusses some cultural 
lexics of IE, Hurri-Urart., andNCauc. languages (meanings: ‘ruler’; ‘slave’; ‘fire’; 
‘horse’; ‘wheeled chariot’), concentrating on the distinction between inheritance and 
borrowing. (A preprint of Ivanov’s paper appeared in 1999 UCLA IE Studies: 147- 
264). 


Finally I would like to use this opportunity to express here my sincere 
gratitude both to our authors and to our infallible assistants in preparation of this 
volume (as well as other books of our serial)—Fabricc Cavoto and Jim Parkinson. 


Vitaly Shevoroshkin 
Ann Arbor, August 2001 
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2nd Preface 


by P. Sidwell 

It has been a tremendously satisfying experience to facilitate the successful 
completion and publication of this volume dedicated to Aharon Dolgopolsky. He is 
a living treasure who embodies the continuity of the Nostratic tradition in linguistics 
today. From its first scientific conception by the great Dane Holger Pedersen in the 
1890s to its first solid reconstruction in the 1960s, Nostratic studies sat on the very 
fringe of comparative linguistics, being visited only occasionally, and too often by 
scholars who’s enthusiasm was not always matched by thoroughness or patience. 
Fortunately all that changed four decades ago when two brilliant young Soviet 
scholars, Dolgopolsky and lllich-Svitych, began (at first independently and later in 
cooperation) to reveal the details of our Nostratic ancestry. Like forensic 
pathologists sculpting clay onto a Neanderthal skull to breathe life into long dead 
bones, their work at last allowed us to look far back into our linguistic past with a 
confidence and precision never before attained. 

lllich-Svitych passed away in awful circumstances, but Dolgopolsky carried 
on the work, and effectively founded a new school of linguistics, one that has 
spawned some of the most productive, interesting and controversial comparative 
linguistics of the latter part of the 20th century. Among the international linguistic 
community it must be said that a tremendous degree of scepticism has been directed 
at the work of the so-called ‘Moscow School’ and others who may better called the 
Palasolinguistic fraternity, to the extent that being a fellowtraveller is rarely a career 
enhancing position. But this is normal in the sciences - progress grows out of 
conflict, adversity and long-term dedication that is based on principle. I myself have 
more recently taken a more cautious attitude towards the long-range endeavor in 
linguistics, but at the same time I am more convinced than ever that we are all the 
more richer for its existence, and 1 welcome and encourage interest in the field. I am 
confident that Nostratic studies will be with us, pursued by a small international 
fraternity, for many decades after fads such as Transformational/Generative 
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Grammar (and its variants and successors) have become no more than unpleasant 
memories pricked by the selfserving historiographies that seem to fill many library 
shelves. Blanket condemnations that palatolinguistic reconstruction is marred by 
false cognates, undetected borrowings and faulty citations, are unfair—these are 
normal problems for all comparative linguistics. The fact is that we do encounter 
obstacles and limitations when we arc taking bold steps, but that should not deter 
us: “We do these things not because they are easy....”. The quest for understanding 
of our prehistoric past is both bigger than the careers of individuals and crucially 
dependent on individuals who will make the investment, take the risks, and pass 
their experience and wisdom on to others. Aharon Dolgopolsky is such a man. 

I will not offer here a commentary on the contributions to this volume - 
they speak for themselves no matter what I have to say about them. However I do 
want to say something about the people and processes that lay behind the 
production of such a book. Since the publication of the last monograph I jointly 
edited with Vitaly Shevoroshkin, Historical Linguistics and Lexicostatistics, I have 
been asked about the editorial and production process by various colleagues. 

Vitaly has the principle responsibility of receiving and approving the 
manuscripts, and maintaining conceptual control over the structure of the 
monograph series. I concern myself more with the production side, liaising closely 
with Fabrice Cavoto and Jim Parkinson in the typesetting and editing phase. The 
present volume was effectively typeset twice—first by Fabrice in what was both a 
meticulous and heroic effort. Then again by me, after several large papers 
underwent major rewrites. My role then extends to supervision of the artwork and 
printing aspects of production. 

Several more volumes are planned for the present series—focussing on 
Anatolian and Semitic linguistic. We expect that they will appear in 2002 and 2003. 


Paul Sidwell 

Canberra, Februrary 2002 
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NOSTRATIC STOPS REVISITED 


S. A. Staroslin 

In this short paper I shall deal with a fragment of the Nostratic comparative 
phonology: correspondences of initial dental and velar stops in Indo-European, 
Kartvelian and Altaic. I do not take into consideration Afro-Asiatic for two reasons: 

1) I do not think that the Proto-Afro-Asiatic system is reconstructed well 
enough to allow for a comparison of Proto-Afro-Asiatic with other 
linguistic families 

2) 1 am convinced now that even if Proto-Afro-Asiatic were reasonably 
well reconstructed, it would still constitute a macro-family of its own - 
possibly related to Nostratic, but not its subgroup. 

As for the other Nostratic families - Uralic and Dravidian, Uralic is known to 
have lacked a contrast of initial stops; Dravidian is commonly believed to have lacked 
it, too. Although the latter thesis may turn out to be wrong (there are now some 
indications of a possibility to reconstruct voiced - voiceless contrast in Proto- 
Dravidian), the material is still too raw to process it in a systematic manner. 

The Altaic reconstructions below are presented as they will appear in the 
forthcoming “Altaic Etymological Dictionary”, being now prepared for publication by 
A V. Dybo, O.A. Mudrak and myself. 

The system of correspondences in non-initial position, as well as the 
correpondences of labial stops and affricates reveal similar patterns, but should be a 
subject of special studies. 

The classical system of correspondences, proposed in [Illic-Svityc 1968] is the 
following (1 denote aspiration in Indo-European by h, and for Altaic by as it is 
common in respective sources): 



Indo-European 

Kartvelian 

Altaic 

Nostratic 

1 

*t *k 

*t *k (*q) 

*t ‘ *k ‘ 

*t *k (*q) 

2 

*d * g 

*t *k 

*t *k 

*t *k 

3 

*dh *gh 

*d *g 

*d *g 

*d *g 

Some examples: 





Indo-European 

Kartvelian 

Altaic 


1 

*tep- 

*tep- 

*t ‘epV 

‘warm’ 


*twer- 

*tur- 

*t ‘urV 

‘jump, run’ 


*ten- 

*ten- 

*t‘ano 

stretch, puli’ 


*klew- 

*qur- 

*k ‘ujlu 

‘hear, ear’ 


*kemor- 

*qamal- 

*k ‘iamorV 

‘fragrant plant’ 


*ker- 

*kar- 

*k ‘ere 

‘bind’ 


*kerp- 

*krap- 

*k ‘arpa 

‘pluck, gather’ 
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*del- 

*tal- 

*tila 

‘split’ 

*der- 

*tar- 

*taru 

‘drag, tear’ 

*demo- 

*tm- 


‘endure, oppress’ 

*dwou- 


*tiuwu 

‘two’ 

*golow- 

*kal- 

*kelV 

‘sister-in-law’ 

*gewp- 

*kwab- 

*kopu 

‘hollow’ 

*gemo- 

*km-ar- 


‘relative, husband’ 


*kor- 

*kuru 

‘building, fence’ 

*dheg"h- 

*dag- 

*deko 

‘bum’ 

*dheuIIo- 

*duyw- 

*dewV 

‘blow, flap’ 

*dhe- 

♦de-w- 

*dT 

‘put’ 


*dyul- 

*diulu 

‘warm, mild’ 

*ghel- 

*&- 

*gila 

‘be bad, evil’ 

*g"hre-n- 

*gor- 

*gorV 

‘search, understand 


*g- 

*ga 

‘get, obtain’ 

*g' v her- 


*gorV 

‘burn’ 


A different system was proposed in [Bomhard 1984], On the assumption that 
PIE voiced stops were actually glottalized [Ivanov-Gamkrelidze 1980, Hopper 1977], 
Bomhard compared IE voiced (glottalized) with Kartvelian glottalized and IE voiceless 
with Karivelian voiceless. It was shown (e.g. by V.V. Sevoroskin, see |Markey- 
Sevoroskin 1986]) that this system of correspondences is unsupported by evidence and 
based solely on abstract phonological speculations. 

It appears now that there exists a fourth row of correspondences: 


Indo-European 

Kartvelian 

Altaic 


*d 

*d *g 

*t ‘ *k ‘ 


Some examples: 

*derw- 

*dvvir- 

*t ‘iore 

‘tree, pole’ 

*dem3- 


*t ‘amV 

‘build, house, wall’ 

*dei(w)- 

*dye- 


‘day, sun’ 

*dero- 


*t’ iorc 

‘work’ 

*g"er- 

*gora- 

*k ‘ori 

‘mountain’ 

*g"eia- 

*gw- 

*k ‘oje 

‘fat, feed, live’ 


*gwar- 

*k ‘orV 

‘skin, bark’ 

*g w cre- 


*k ‘urV 

‘heavy’ 

*genu- 


*k ‘iojna 

‘knee, joint’ 

*g"el- 


*k ‘ola 

‘oak, acorn’ 
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Interpretation: 
A- Indo-European 


Classical 

Glottalic theory 

Revised 

*t *k 

*t(h) *k(h) 

*th 

*kh 

*d *g 

*t *k 

*t 

*k 

*dh *gh 

*d(h) *g(h) 

*d(h) *g(h) 


The revised version differs from the glottalic theory only in postulating unaspirated 
*t, *k instead of glottalized *t, *k. This system was in fact proposed before in [Markey- 
Sevoroskin 1986] and [Griffen 1988], and seems to account better for actual reflexes in 
Indo-European languages. 

The unaspirated *t, *k must have been tense (as it is usual for such systems, cf. 
Armenian, Udi), which would account for Winter’s law (e.g. *et(:)- "eat’ > Balto-Slav- 
*ed-), as well as for voicing in most branches of Indo-European (precisely the same 
development of tense *t:, *k: is attested in most Lczghian languages and Dargwa 
dialects). 

The argument in favour of glottalized *p, *t, *k - namely, the rarity of PIE *b 
(supposedly = *p) - can also be used to reconstruct unaspirated tense *p:, *t:, *k:. In 
systems having both glottalized and tense stops (e.g., Archi), labial *p: is usually even 
more rare than labial *p; thus, Archi lacks p: altogether (although it has p(h), p and b). 

B- Kartvelian 

Glottalized stops could have developed out of aspirated voiceless stops under a 
substratum influence (cf. secondary glottalization in Armenian, Ossetian etc ). 


C- Nostratic 

The classical system of correspondences would be reinterpreted as: 



Indo-European 

Kartvelian 

Altaic 

Nostratic 

1 

*th *kh 

*t 

*k 

*t ‘ *k * 

♦t ‘ *k * 

2 

*t *k 

*t 

*k 

*t *k 

*t *k 

3 

*d(h) g(h) 

*d 

*g 

*d *g 

*d *g 


The fourth row of correspondences is reconstructed as labialized voiced: note the 
presence of-w- or labial vowels / diphtongs in almost all examples (*l ‘w, *k ‘w etc. 
must have also existed but gave usual reflexes): 
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Indo-European Kartvelian Altaic 

4 *t *k *d *g *t ‘ *k ‘ 

Devoicing of voiced labialized stops is stops is typologically usual 
development in Nakh languages). 


Noslralic 
*dw *gw 
(cf the same 
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DOES THE INDO-EIJROPEAN SUFFIX -TER COME FROM URALIC? 


John R. Orr 

Some IE nouns contain the suffix -TER, usually regarded as a PIE relationship 
or agent suffix (nomen agentis). Examples of the relationship nouns are: 

English: father, mother, brother, sister; 

Sanskrit: pitr, matr; 

Latin: pater, mater, frater; 

Russian: mati, brat; 

Greek: 7carf|p, lit) up, (ppartip, 0uydtt)p 

The origin of the -TER suffix is unclear. I would suggest here that this Indo-European 
suffix is derived from, or cognate with, a Uralic word and that it originally denoted a 
familial relationship. 

This table analyses the PIE words into the following elements: root + familial marker + 
noun suffix. 


PIE 

Word 

ma + te + r 

po f te + r 

bra + te + r 

swes + (te) + r J gene + tc + ra 
f(te) Germanic] : 

English 

Meaning 

mother 

father 

brother 

sister \ daughter, 

I mother 


The absence of-TE in the word ‘sister’ in many TE languages, e.g., Latin soror, 
Sanskrit svastra, but its presence in the Germanic ‘swester’, suggests that the -TER 
suffix is not a unit, i.e., an indivisible noun suffix, but that it is comprised of two 
elements TF. + R. Since -TF. in ‘sister’ is found in some, but not other, IE languages, - 
TE must have been optional in the early dialects in some usages. Only one of the early 
PIE dialects, Germanic, chooses to employ it in the word for ‘sister’. This suggests that 
TE was not originally part of the agent suffix -R but must have had a different 
function and meaning from the R suffix. Where did -TE come from and what did it 
mean? 


The answer comes from an examination of the Uralic languages, e.g. Finnish, 
Hungarian, Samoyed. The close relationship of the PIE and the Uralic languages has 
been clear since the nineteenth century. The Uralic pronouns *ME (I, me, we), *TE 
(you), the endings of verbs, the demonstratives *SA and *TA (this or that), the 
interrogative/relative pronouns *KO or *KE (who), the *-M accusative ending, and 
many lexical correspondences of Uralic with PIE make a close genetic relationship 
between the two very probable. As an example of this relationship, the following table 
compares relationship words in the IE and Uralic languages. 
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*IE root 

word 

English, Latin, 
Gothic, Greek 

*Uralic root 

word 

Finnish 

Hungarian 

Samoyed 

♦ATTA 

[no derivative]. 

*ATJA 

isa < itja < atja 

atya (father) 

[no 

(father) 

atta, atta, axta 

(father) 

(fatiier) 


derivative] 

*PA 

(father, 

head) 

father, pater, 
fader, Trcrnp 

*PAA (head) 

pM (head) 

apa (father) 

*-epe 

(father-in- 

law) 

*MA 

mother, mater. 

♦F.MA 

emo (mollier); 

anya < cmya 

*cma 

(mother) 

inoOar, prjTTip 

(mother); 

*IMA (breast) 

ema (womb) 

< ema 

(mother) 

(mother) 

*GENO 

kin, gens, kind. 

*KUN(TA) 

kunta 

kozo- 

[no 

(birth) 

yevoQ 

(community) 

(community) 

(community) 

derivative] 


The close correspondence between Ihc PIE word *ATTA and Proto-Uralic 
*ATJA is no chance similarity. *ATJA/*ATJA/*ATTA were dialectal variations of 
each other at a time when the two language families w'ere very close. In the PIE dialects 
*ATJA or a variant came to be attached to the root relationship word and was used as an 
infix preceding the R agent suffix. In this position, root * *ATJA + R, it would have 
been a family or relationship marker with the meaning 'belonging to the father, part of 
the family or clan'. For example, if we derive the root of P1B *PolER from IJralic 
*PAA (head) and add *ATJA (relationship marker) and -R (agent suffix), we arrive at 
*PAA+ATJA-R > *PAATJAR > *PaTER - head of the family, pater familias. The root 
meaning of *MA, mother, may be derived from ‘breast’ as found in PU *IMA ‘breast’, 
which when combined with the *ATJA marker, becomes *IMA+ATJA t R > 
MA+ATJA+R > *MATER = the family member who suckles”. 


This *ATJA dialectal infix was productively attached to many PIE roots to 
indicate relationships and followed by the -R noun agent suffix: 


*pAA+*atja 

*MA+*ATJA 

*DHUGH+*ATJA 

*BHRAS+ *ATJA 

*SWES+*ATJA 

*GENO+*ATJA 


> *PAATE 

> *MAATE 

> *DHUGH9TE 

> *BHRAATE 

> *SWES3TF.(R) 

> * GENETE 


> *PaTR(R) ‘head + family’ 

> *MATE(R) ‘breast i family’ 

> *DOHTE(R) ‘daughter + family’ 

> *BHRATE(R) ‘brother + family’ 

> *SWEST(R) | Germ. | ‘sister + family’ 

> *GENETE(RA) ‘daughter + family’ 


Several PU words may also have been compounded as follows: 
*KUN+*ATJA > *(KU)NATA >*NATA‘sister-in-law + family’ 
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This word will therefore be a cognate of PIE *GENETE(RA) above 

*KUN+*ATJA > *KUNATA >*KUN a TA > *K.UNTA ‘birth + family = 

clan’ 

The initial PU *KUN- is related to PTE *GEN ‘give birth’ 

*KE+*ATJA > *KATJA ‘person + family = young man, male kin’ 

Initial *KF, means ‘someone, a person’ (cf. PU *KE/KO ‘who, and PIE *KW! ‘who’) 

Proto-Indo-European later extended the use of *AT.IA to nouns other than 
familial ones to indicate the class (or family) of individuals to which the noun belonged 
(nomen agentis), while at the same time the productive use of the suffix died out in the 
Uralic languages. In Sanskrit, Latin and Greek, we find many nouns ending in -TER 
and -TOR, like the Latin ‘viator’, which means someone from the class of people who 
use a road. So today when we invent words like aviator and refrigerator, we are only 
continuing to use one of the most productive elements of the language and one that goes 
back to a time when the Uralic and Indo-European protolanguages were just dialects of 
a common tongue. 
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TIE ROLE OF MORPHOLOGY IN NOSTRATIC STUDIES 


Peter Michalove 

Most work in Nostratic to date has concentrated on the lexicon, with relatively 
little comparative study of the morphology of the various language families involved. 
Illic-Svityc (1971-84) included a number of grammatical formants in the reconstructions 
he proposed, and a few other scholars, such as Dolgopolsky (1972, 1984, and 1992), 
Hegedus (1992 and 1997), and Bomhard and Kerns (1994) have followed up on the idea 
of morphological comparison, some rather convincingly, and while other work is only 
suggestive at this point. 

Greenberg (forthcoming) proposes a Eurasiatic language family largely similar to 
traditional Nostratic, and this work will pay particular attention to grammatical and 
morphological parallels, as indicated in shorter papers Greenberg has written in 
preparation for the fuller work (see Greenberg 1991 and 1997). In fact, a convincing 
reconstruction of at least some portions of Nostratic morphology, coupled with lexical 
parallels would make the Nostratic hypothesis much more persuasive, and allow the 
debate to be conducted on a more objective footing than has often been the case in the 
past. 

Of course we cannot insist that language relationships must be established on the 
basis of morphology, any more than that they must be established on the basis of the 
lexicon. Different languages offer different levels of lexical and morphological 
complexity, which lend themselves to recovery and reconstruction to different degrees. 
Some languages, such as Chinese (particularly the classical language) and Hawaiian 
have very little of what is traditionally considered morphology, and their most 
immediate genetic affiliations have been established primarily on the basis of lexical 
parallels. In contrast, comparative work on language families such as Afroasiatic has 
traditionally made at least as much, or possibly even more use of morphological 
elements than of lexical items. Thus, the evaluation of a proposed affiliation among 
some set of languages must make use of the materials that offer the most information 
for those languages. 

Since grammatical formants play an important role in all of the languages 
associated with Nostratic, this is an area with a great deal of promise for sorting out the 
possible relationships among these languages. In accordance with Vitaly Sevoroskin's 
request for "short (rather philosophical) essays about ..the future of Nostratic and 
similar studies" we will not deal here with an evaluation of specific morphological 
parallels among the languages associated with Nostratic, but with some thoughts about 
the significance of morphological work in our understanding of the possible 
relationships among the Nostratic languages, or any set of languages whose possible 
genetic relationship may be under consideration 

First, within the domain of morphology, we should note that derivational formants 
may be more significant for establishing relationships than inflectional morphology. 
Although the precise distinction between derivational and inflectional morphemes is 
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notoriously difficult to pin down, it is clear that some formants serve a lexical 
(derivational) function, while others are grammatical (inflectional) in nature. Since our 
point here is simply that derivational formants may be more useful for establishing 
genetic affiliations than inflectional morphemes, while both are of course worth 
considering, perhaps this is as precise as we need to be for now. 

One reason derivational forms may be more useful for our purposes is that 
agglutinative languages typically add new elements in sequential order, so that the order 
of the elements can be an indication of their relative age. This is significant in light of 
Greenberg's Universal no. 28 (Greenberg 1966:93) stating that. 

If both the derivation and inflection follow the root, or if they both precede 

the root, the derivation is always between the root and the inflection. 

in primarily suffixing languages, such as those associated with Nostratic, this 
proposition leads to the construction KOOT-(DERIVATION)-(INFI,ECTION). This is, 
of course, the order of suffixing we find in these languages, and we can use this 
information as an indicator of relative chronology. 

Another reason why derivational formants may be more useful for establishing 
relationships is that they appear to be more resistant to borrowing than inflectional 
formants. The concept of greater or lesser resistance to borrowing calls to mind the 
well-known Swadesh list and the many variants of it that have been devised over the 
years. While there is probably no lexical field that is completely immune to the 
possibility of borrowing, it appears that some types of lexemes, particularly those 
relating to natural phenomena, some body parts, and personal pronouns of the first and 
second person, are much less frequently borrowed than, say cultural and technological 
terminology. Therefore, the forms we find for these semantic fields are more likely to be 
inherited than borrowed, and parallels in these fields among a set of languages 
constitute a greater indication of common descent than of language contact. 

Similarly, as Johanson (1992 and in press) has suggested (referring specifically to 
the potential of Turkic verbal morphology in resolving the long-standing Altaic 
controversy), those morphological formants closest to the root, as Greenberg expects 
derivational morphemes to be, are less subject to borrowing than those further from the 
root, as inflectional formants are. In his review of Johanson (1992), Comrie (1995:393, 
394) states, 

[EJven within the set of individual affixes, there are striking 
differences, with those most liable to copying [i.e. borrowing] being 
those that are most peripheral, such as the ... case suffixes and person- 
number suffixes. By contrast, the suffixes standing closest to the stem 
of a Turkic verb, namely those expressing actionality and diathesis, 
are the most impervious to copying. In this way, one can establish 
degrees of attractiveness independent of social factors. 
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...Turning to the controversy surrounding the external genetic relations of Turkic 
languages within Altaic, Johanson suggests that the conservatism of Turkic verb 
structure—stable even in as de-Turkicized a language as Karaim—and in particular the 
extreme resistance to copying of the positions closest to the verb might provide a more 
reliable tool than any of those used in the past to test whether there are indeed shared 
elements that testify to genetic relatedness, rather than intensive and long-lasting 
language contact, among the groups of languages that would constitute Altaic. 

At the same time, the study of morphology for purposes of establishing genetic 
affiliations presents a significant problem: morphological elements, be they derivational 
or inflectional, are typically quite short, often consisting of only one or two segments. 
They are often the result of an earlier grammaticalization, in which a form may have 
been subject to abrasion, contraction, or fusion over time. Thus, the comparison of 
grammatical formants is subject to a higher possibility of chance resemblance than is 
the case with lexical items, which are usually longer and more distinct in phonological 
shape. 

Therefore, the ideal use of grammatical formants to establish genealogical 
relationships among a set of languages or language families would be to reconstruct not 
simply individual formants common to the languages but, more importantly, to 
demonstrate entire shared systems between them. For example, the recognition of a 
deverbal inchoative form, or a terminative form common to all or most of the languages 
associated with Nostratic would be that much more evidence in favor of a relationship 
among these languages; but to extend such findings to demonstrate entire parallel 
aspectual systems in the same languages would be much more persuasive, even 
conclusive evidence. This is where the morphological work in Nostratic studies 
mentioned at the beginning of this paper, proposing mostly isolated, individual 
morphological formants, constitutes an important first step and suggests an obvious 
avenue for future research. 

So far Nostratic studies have not been able to reconstruct such systems as a whole. 
Work on recovering shared systems among these languages will be valuable, both for 
exposing the weaker aspects of the hypothesis, and for clarifying the isoglosses among 
the stronger affiliations. Perhaps the closest we have come to this kind of effort is 
Dolgopolsky's masterly (1984) study of the first and second person personal pronouns 
across a wide range of languages. This work shows not simply parallels in phonological 
form and meaning, but also traces of the syntactic workings that would have 
characterized the system of person markers as a whole. It is more of this sort of work 
that will be of paramount importance in establishing the relationship, genealogical, 
contact-influenced, or otherwise of Nostratic, or of any other set of languages. 


15 



Languages and their Speakers in Ancient Eurasia 


LITERATURE 

Bomhard, Allan R. and John C. Kerns. 1994: The Nostrutic Macrofamily: A Study in 
Distant Linguistic Relationship. 

Berlin and New York: Mouton de Gruyter. 

Comrie, Bernard. 1995: Review of Johanson (1992). 

In Rivista di Linguistica 7: 391-394. 

Dolgopolsky, Aron B. 1972: Opyt Reconslruk.cn Obcenostraticeskoj Grammaticeskoj 
Sistemy [= An Attempt at a Reconstruction of the Common Nostratic 
Grammatical System], 

In Bernstein, S. B., Vjac. Vs. Ivanov, V. A. Dybo, and R. Bulatova (eds.): 
Konferenciia do Sravnitel'no-istoriceskoi Gramma t ike Indoevropeiskix Jazvkov 
(12-14 Dekabria). Predvariternvc Materialv . Moscow: Nauka. 

Dolgopolsky, Aron B. 1984: On Personal Pronouns in the Nostratic Languages. 

In Gschwantler, Otto, Karoly Redei, and Hermann Reichert (eds.) Linguistica et 
Philologica: Gedenkschrift fur Biorn Collinder (1894-1983) . Wien: Wilhelm 
Braumuller, 65-112. 

Dolgopolsky Aron. 1992: Nostratic Etymologies and the Origin of Verbal Eormatives. 

In Sevoroskin 1992: 290-297. 

Greenberg, Joseph H. 1966: Some Umversals of Grammar with Particular Reference to 
the Order of Meaningful Elements. 

In Greemberg, Joseph H. (ed.) Universal of Language , second edition. 
Cambridge and London: MIT Press, 73-113. 

Greenberg, Joseph H. 1991: Some Problems of Indo-European in Historical 
Perspective. 

In Lamb, Sydney M. and E. Douglas Mitchell (eds.) Sprung from Some 
Common Source: Investigations into the Prehistory of Languages . 

Stanford: Stanford University Press, 25-140. 

Greenberg, Joseph. H. 1997: The Indo-European First and Second Person Pronouns in 
the Perspective ofEurasiatic, especially Chukotkan. 

In Anthropological Linguistics 39, no 2: 187-195. 

Greenberg, Joseph H. Forthcoming: Indo-European and its Closest Relatives: the 
Eurasiatic Language Family. 

2 volumes. Stanford: Stanford University Press. 

Hegedus, Iren. 1992: Reconstructing Noslralic Morphology: Derivational Elements. 

In Shevoroskin 1992: 34-47. 

Hegedus, Iren. 1997: On Grammalicalization in Nostratic. 

In Hegedus, Iren, Peter A. Michalove, and Alexis Manaster Ramer (eds.) Indo- 
European, Nostratic and Beyond: Festschrift for Vitaly V. Sevoroskin. 

Institute for the Study of Man (Journal of Indo-European Studies Monograph no. 
22), 106-115. 


16 



The Role of Morphology in Nostratic Studies 


Illic-Svityc, V. M. 1971-84: Opyt Sravnenija Nostraticeskix Jazykov 

(Semitoxamitskij, Kartvel'skij, Indoevropejskij, Ural'skij, Dravijdskij, 

Altajskij) [- An Attempt at a Comparison of the Nostratic Languages (Hamito 
Semitic, Kartvelian, Indo-Huropean, Uralic, Dravidian, and Altaic)]. 

3 volumes. Moscow: Nauka. 

Johanson, Lars. 1992: Struklurelle l-'akloren in Tiirkischen Sprachkontakten [Structural 
Factors in Turkic Language Contacts]. 

Sitzungsberichte der Wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft an der J. W. Goethe- 
Universitat Frankfurt am Main, Bd. 29, No. 5, Stuttgart: Steiner. 

Johanson, Lars. In Press, Cognates and Copies in Altaic Verb Derivation. 

In Menges, Karl Heinrich and Nelly Naumann (eds.). Festschrift for Rov 
Andrew Miller. 

Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz. 

Sevoroskin, Vitaly (ed.) 1992: Nostratic, Dene-C.aucasian, Austric and Amerind 
(Materials from the First International Interdisciplinary Symposium on 
Language and Prehistory, Ann Arbor, 8-12 November 1988). Bochum: 
Brockmeyer. 


17 



LANGUAGES AND THEIR SPEAKERS IN ANCIENT EURASIA 


18 



SOME SUMERIAN GRAMMATICAL ELEMENTS 
IN A NOSTRATIC PERSPECTIVE 


Claude BOISSON 
Universite Lumiere, Lyon 


In a number of recent papers, several so far unpublished, I have tried to go into the 
vexing question of the genetic affiliation of Sumerian (Boisson 1987a, 1987b, 1989b, 
1992) 1 . As a first step I had examined lexical items and found over 60 analogs - of 
varying quality - between Sumerian and the family of Dravidian languages (actually 
Proto-Dravidian, of course), the number having increased since 1987 2 . Nevertheless, 
there are some risks involved in binary comparisons, i.e. comparing only two languages 
or language families, as was justifiably pointed out in Dolgopolsky (1964), Greenberg 
(1987), and Ruhlen (1987a), because the chances of random similarities are thus not 
reduced to the greatest extent possible. 

My lexical investigations had led me to suggest as a plausible conjecture that 
Sumerian might be a "Nostratic" language (or perhaps a language akin to Nostratic 
though not strictly belonging to it). As the Nostratic theory is still poorly known in 


1 Thanks are due to Jean Blanchon, Vaclav Blazek, Allan Bomhard, Igor M. Diakonoff, Aaron 
Dolgopolsky, Dietz Otto Edzard, Iren Hegedus, Merritt Ruhlen and Sergei Starostin for various pieces of 
information, or for comments on an earlier version. I must state most emphatically that these linguists do 
not necessarily agree with my conclusions. 

2 None of these analogs belongs to the very restricted core vocabulary which is often taken as significant 
for a conclusive demonstration of genetic relationship, such as the names of body-parts, kinship 
terminology, or numbers. But as these have been used successfully in the first forays of linguists on 
Uralic and Indo-European, they are too often credited with a resistance to change which is far from 
obvious. "The use of kinship systems in studying the genetic relationships between languages is full of 
dangers. On the one hand, the near-universality of terms like "papa, mama, tata, nana" may give a false 
impression of genetic closeness. On the other hand [...], kinship terms, as well as semantic characteristics 
of kinship systems, have especially close ties to specific cultures, and are frequently borrowed" (Bright 
1970). Numerals are also often borrowed, sometimes even repeatedly, as with "seven", which was taken 
by Indo-European from Semitic (Dolgopolsky 1987: 16), and then by Finno-Ugric from Indo-European. 
"Numerical systems lesemble kinship terms in being closely tied to cultural factors, and frequently 
borrowed, as has been emphasized by Emeneau [1962]. Most of the languages of East and South-east 
Asia have borrowed the majority of their numerals from Chinese ; many Latin American Indian languages 
have now borrowed most of their Spanish numerals" (Bright, ibid ). Besides, there are very few number 
words in many "primitive" societies, for instance in Australia, New Guinea, among the Qawasqar (= 
Alakaluf) of the archipelagoes of western Patagonia, among various tribes of the tropical forest regions of 
South America, such as the Bacairi, the Botocudo, the Guana, the Hixkaryana, the Nambikwara or the 
Witoto, among the Veddah of Ceylon, or among various Khoisan-speaking tribes (Bennett 1949: 601; 
Clairis 1985: 460; Davies 1981: 206-208; Derbyshire 1979: 154; Dixon 1980: 107-108; Greenberg 1978: 
256, 291; Haiman 1980: 260; Majewicz 1981: 197; Merlan 1982: 92-93). This might very well reflect the 
usual situation in a very distant pasL, much beyond the stage represented by Proto-Indo-European or 
Proto-Uralic ; and this would preclude any reconstruction of a numeral system for these older stages. 
Anyway, if the lexical analogies between Sumerian and Dravidian found outside the basic lexicon 
suggested borrowing rather than relationship, this in itself would be of considerable import 
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Western countries, a short presentation is called for. 3 In the sixties two Russian 
linguists, Aaron Dolgopolsky and the late Vladislav Illic-Svityc, came to the conclusion 
that a number of securely established families could be considered as genetically 
related: Indo-European, Afroasiatic (or Afrasian, or Hamito-Semitic), Kartvelian, 
Uralic-Yukaghir 4 , Turkic, Tungusic, Mongolian (the last three being branches of 
"Altaic" for some linguists, but independent families for others, including Dolgopolsky 
until recently 5 6 ), and Dravidian, plus Japanese and Korean 7 ’ (see the bibliography under 
Illic-Svityc and Dolgopolsky). Dolgopolsky would also include Chukchi-Kamchatkan 
(Luoravetlan) and Eskimo-Aleut (as suggested by O. A. Mudrak), as well as Elamite (on 
which see McAlpin (1981), who rather convincingly relates it to Dravidian). Proto- 
Nostratic (for which Illic-Svityc's posthumous work now lists 378 reconstructed roots) 
might have been spoken some 10,000 to 15,000 years ago (nothing more than an 
educated guess, to be sure!). In addition to their highly original work, the two Russian 
linguists also availed themselves of the enormous - though extremely uneven - work 
that had been performed (sometimes haphazardly) before them, mostly on binary 
comparisons, i. e., say: Indo-European with Afroasiatic, Uralic with Altaic, Dravidian 
with Uralic, and so forth. So Illifi-Svityc's work is, in a way, an easily accessible 
synthesis of all the work done on these topics (see also the illuminating papers by 
Dolgopolsky in my deliberately restricted bibliography). On the application of the 
Nostratic theory to ancient European toponymy, see Boisson 1990a. 

Other linguists would assign different limits to Nostratic. For instance there is a 
recent tendency (Diakonoff, Greenberg, Starostin) to exclude Afroasiatic from Nostratic 
proper. Greenberg, who is currently working on "Eurasiatic", his personal and 
independent version of the macro-family, also thinks that neither Dravidian nor 
Kartvelian belong here 7 , although this does not preclude a link between Dravidian and 
Eurasiatic. So, basically, the Eurasiatic family "encompasses most of the language 
families of Northern Eurasia: Indo-European, Uralic-Yukaghir, Altaic, Korean- 
Japanese-Ainu, Gilyak, Chukchi-Kamchatkan, and Eskimo-Aleut [...]. Greenberg's 
Eurasiatic family is similar to the Nostratic family [...], but it differs in certain crucial 
respects [...]. Greenberg does not deny that Eurasiatic is related to Afro-Asiatic, 
Kartvelian, and Dravidian, but he believes these relationships are more remote [...]. 
Perhaps the best way to view Nostratic is as a vast family, still not completely defined. 


3 Until recently, apart from a few reviews, the only mentions I had come across so far are cursory 
allusions in Comrie (1981: 11), Diakonoff (1974: 590), Anttila (1972: 320-321), and Hetzron (1987: 649), 
plus the much more specific mention in Lamprecht’s posthumous historical grammar of Slavic (1987). 
But now there are more easily accessible presentations: Kaiser & Sevoroskin (1988), Sevoroskin, ed 
(1989a, 1989b), and Sevoroskin (1990): see under Bengtson (1990) 

4 The relationship of Yukaghir to Uralic was favoured by Collinder (1965: 30). 

5 But see Starostin 1986, as a demonstration of the validity of "Altaic". Starostin has a whole book in 
preparation on this topic. 

6 That Japanese and Korean are related seems to have been proved by Martin (1966) Both Roy Andrew 
Miller (1971) and Karl Menges agree that Japanese is to be included in Altaic, or is somehow related to 
Altaic languages. This is confirmed in Starostin 1986. 

7 On the relationship of Dravidian with other families, see the short discussions in Zvelebil 1990, Zvelebil 
1991. 
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of which Eurasiatic is but one subgroup" (Ruhlen 1989). Let us add that Bomhard 
independently published his own version of "Nostratic", which in this case has the 
narrower meaning of Indo-European + Afroasiatic 8 , but he is now convinced that 
Nostratic broadly conceived is a more satisfactory solution to the problem he first 
tackled in a more restricted fashion, and is working within the Nostratic framework. 

Now if we look at Sumerian in a broader perspective than just comparing it with one 
language family 9 , it may turn out that we could gather some additional information that 
would have escaped our notice otherwise. Accordingly my second step was to accept 
the existence of Nostratic as a reasonable working hypothesis and try to see whether I 
could derive any Sumerological profit from it. 

But we must ask ourselves whether Sumerian could also be compared to other 
super-families. This issue must be addressed for two reasons. First, the Sumerologist D. 
O. Edzard informs me that Ulrich Unger (Munster) has endeavoured to link Sumerian 
with Sino-Tibetan, but 1 have not had access to this unpublished work. Blazek has 
independently sent me a number of suggestive parallels between Sumerian and North 
Caucasian or Sino-Tibetan which would need a much lengthier paper to comment on. 
On Sumerian and Sino-Tibetan pronouns, see Boisson 1992. Second, Diakonoff (p. c.) 
would tend to side with Starostin, who speculated that Sumerian could perhaps be 
included in "Sino-Caucasian", or "Dene-Caucasian" 10 . This proposed macro-family 
would include North Caucasian (comprising Hurro-Urartian, a branch of North Eastern 
Caucasian according to Diakonoff and Starostin (1986), and apparently Hath as well), 
Yeniseian (Ket plus four closely related extinct languages: see Starostin 1982), and 
Sino-Tibetan. The American family Na-Dene (on which see Greenberg 1987) has 
recently been added (see: Starostin 1984; Nikolaev 1988)“. 

Recently, John Bengtson has tried to prove that Sumerian was a member of the 
Sino-Caucasian super-phylum 12 . Now there is a possibility that Nostratic and Sino- 
Caucasian might be related, as hypothesized very recently by Starostin (Starostin 1989; 
Peiros 1989) in a brilliant paper. "I have no reason at all to suppose a closer genetic link 
between Nostratic and Sino-Caucasian (in fact, a preliminary study together with A. Yu. 
Militarev and V. E. Orel revealed quite a lot of probable Afro-Asiatic-Sino-Caucasian 
isoglosses). That is why no attempt has been made to reconstruct "Proto-Nostratic-Sino- 
Caucasian"—one should rather postpone it until we know more about the 
interrelationship of the world's several macrofamilies” (Starostin 1989: 111). The 
lexical evidence gathered by Starostin is indeed appealing, and the new theory deserves 
serious consideration. So we seem to find ourselves in a predicament, but this might 
simply mean that Sumerian could be related to both Nostratic and Sino-Caucasian; we 

8 So this is in the more restricted tradition of Moller and Cuny, which had been found unconvincing by 
most linguists. But much progress has been made since then. 

9 On ill-fated earlier attempts of this sort, see the references in Boisson 1987a. 

10 Starostin informs me that this is a very tentative speculation, nothing more, and that there is nothing 
published on this. 

11 Burushaski is also considered as Sino-Caucasian by some linguists (1. Peiros, John Bengtson: Bengtson 
1989). 

12 Bengtson (1989), which was examined in Boisson (1990b); Bengtson (1990). See also Boisson 
(1989b). 
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would then have to perform a much more complex task of subgrouping than we 
expected at first. In such an endeavour the lexical material would be of paramount 
diagnostic importance. My provisional investigations would lead me to believe that 
Sumerian is perhaps closer to Nostratic than to Sino-Caucasian (Boisson 1989b). 

However that may be, the results of this article are admittedly very modest, and 
cannot clearly point to a demonstration of the genetic affiliation of Sumerian with the 
Nostratic super-family, or with the putative Nostratic / Sino-Caucasian complex, all the 
more so since the explanation by borrowing is always open 13 , not even mentioning the 
ever-present possibility of chance similarities (discussed at length in Boisson 1987a, 
also in Boisson 1989b). Besides, an apparently powerful objection would be the 
inconclusive nature of lexical comparisons by themselves, since conventional linguistic 
wisdom has it that only morphological parallels are fool-proof. As a matter of fact, 1 am 
not at all convinced that this traditional contempt for lexical studies is really justified, as 
Greenberg and Ruhlen have put forward extremely cogent arguments in favour of the 
"mass comparison" of lexical items 14 . Moreover one should always entertain the 
possibility of an extensive reshuffling of grammatical structure over several millenia, so 
that some basic (or even non-basic) lexical items may actually be more stable than most 
grammatical markers. 

However that may be, I thought it was advisable to examine Sumerian grammar 
and to find out whether any additional arguments could cautiously be adduced in favour 
of Sumerian being possibly linked to Nostratic, over and above the lexical data. 1 first 
investigated the system of personal pronouns (Boisson 1992), because of its alleged 
stability, and managed to spot a number of similarities that were somewhat encouraging, 
although 1 pointed out that there is at least one known case of random structural 
parallelism in the pronominal systems of two obviously unrelated languages. The 
present paper is an attempt at finding other grammatical similarities between Sumerian 
and Nostratic. 

In the notation of Nostratic roots, symbolized with a double asterisk, as they are 
reconstructions to the second degree 15 , the following conventions are followed : V 
stands for an unspecified vowel, A is for a or a (= roughly [s]), H is an undetermined 
laryngeal or post-velar fricative, k is an ejective velar stop, K is an ejective velar or 
uvular stop, N is plain n or its palatalized variety it 1 . The slashes // around a proto¬ 
phoneme indicate that it is the most likely reconstruction, but not the only one 
conceivable. The Greek letter 8 stands for the voiced dental fricative in some Uralic 
forms. For Dravidian, t n are retroflexes. 

Here is now a list of the 11 grammatical parallelisms that 1 have found so far (one 
of them was suggested by Allan Bomhard), two of which are based on Sumerian items 


13 On possible early loans from Afroasiatic into Sumerian (not to be contused with later borrowings from 
Akkadian) seeMilitarev 1984, Boisson 1988 

14 Besides which one should never forget the tremendous part that inspection of the lexicon played in 
Indo-European studies, whatever the current textbooks may claim to the contrary, thus rewriting the 
history of linguistics to the extent that it becomes slightly fraudulent. 

15 A double asterisk is also used with Starostin's Proto-Sino-Caucasian etyma, for the same reason. 
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of doubtful value. To save space, as well as the reader's patience, I shall only quote the 
proto-forms in various language families. Athough the reader is invited to form his own 
judgement on the validity of the evidence, I have appended a discussion in the Note at 
the end of the entries, stressing in particular which of the data may turn out to be most 
significant, notably because of their diagnostic nature with regard to the Nostratic 
hypothesis (or Nostratic-cum-Sino-Caucasian), and buttressing some arguments by a 
recourse to typological precedents. There is a brief general discussion after the list of 
entries. No far-fetched claim is made for this tentative study, as I am only too well 
aware of its shortcomings. 

1. NEGATION 

Sumerian: nu. This is a negative particle, the first prefix on the verbal chain, and 
also used in enclitic position, after adjectives (see for instance Thomsen 1984: 190-192, 
§ 359-364). There is also a verbal prefix na- which has a prohibitive meaning at least 
with a verb in the form conventionally called maru. The apparently puzzling thing is 
that, usually used in conjunction with the other verbal form, hamtu' 6 , na- (or perhaps 
some homophone ?) has an affirmative meaning 17 . 

Nostratic : There is a negative proto-form with **n-, **ni "no (nullus), in no 
way” (Dolgopolsky 1964; Dolgopotsky 1989a, n° 28 ; Illic-Svityc 1971, vol. 1: 17; 
Bomhard 1984: 278, n° 298; Bomhard 1988, n° 451; see also Greenberg's Eurasiatic in 
Ruhlen 1987, section 4): Uralic *ne or *ni; Indo-European *ne ; Kartvelian *nu (this is 
a prohibitive particle); Afroasiatic *(V)n; Starostin also gives Altaic *anV "negative 
particle", as in Chuvash an "not", Tungusic *ana "without". Middle Korean an! and 
Proto-Japanese *-an-"negative particle". Elamite has a negative stem in-, the negation 
inni, and the "prohibitive" ani, later anu (Grillot-Susini 1987: 20, 40). According to 
Grillot-Susini, the Elamite prohibitive "est toujours utilise avec des formes verbales 
d’aspect inaccompli" (cf. the Sumerian prohibitive na- with maru). 

Note. A negation with a dental nasal would seem to be typical of Nostratic (or 
Greenberg's Eurasiatic): for an argument e silentio , see Ruhlen 1987b, section 5; 
Greenberg 1987: 315; Diakonoff & Starostin 1986: 93-94). But it is also found in 
Burushaski, as Ruhlen points out. Dolgopolsky 1964 had already mentioned the 
Sumerian negation. 


16 The nature of the distinction between hamtu and maru is not quite clear, but the latter may be 
characteristic of "actions the completion of which has not yet taken place" (Thomsen 1984: 121). 

17 Such paradoxical phenomena are not unknown elsewhere, since negative particles have acquired 
emphatic functions in Kobon, a Papuan language, perhaps in lamaican Creole, and, as still 
ungrammaticalized illocutionary tropes, in some forms of colloquial French (”D m'a pas insiille I" 
meaning "He really insulted me 1"), and even in English, as in the graffiti "You ain't scum, much", an 
ironical antiphrasis (Boisson 1986: 14-15). Again, "it is common in Acehnese to use a negative 
exclamatory sentence to imply a positive meaning", so that not really stupid you very = you are really 
stupid ! (Durie 1985: 269). 
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2. INTERROGATIVE (Bomhard's finding, 1988) 

Sumerian: interrogative stem me-, as in me-a "ubi ?", me-se "quo ?", me-na-am "when 
?". 

Nostratic: **mi / me, an interrogative pronoun stem (Illic-Svityc, vol. 1: 9, vol. 2, n° 
300: 66-68; Bomhard 1987; Blazek 1988): Indo-European *me- / mo- (interrogative 
stem, only in Hittite and Tokharian); Afroasiatic *ma- / ma- (interrogative pronoun 
stem); Kartvelian *maj (inter.); Uralic *mi (interrogative and relative pronoun stem); 
Altaic *mi- (interrogative stem) attested in Turkic and Korean. 

Sino-Caucasian. Starostin (1989) compares Proto-Nostratic **mi / me "what" to 
Proto-Sino-Caucasian **mV "what", based on Proto-Yeniseian *wV and Proto-North 
Caucasian *mV. 

Note. In order not to be deluded into jumping to premature conclusions on the 
strength of just one item, one should be aware that interrogatives of the shape mV are to 
be found all over the world : in Burushaski (but it might be Sino-Caucasian), Nahali (an 
isolated language of India), Ainu, in many Amerindian languages, in Khoisan, Proto- 
Australian, some non-Austronesian New Guinea languages, etc. (on this see: Ruhlen 
1987b, 1988; Dixon 1980: 376; Greenberg 1987: 316). Note also that Nostratic has 
interrogative pronouns based on **K (Illic-Svityc's entry n° 232). 

3. REFLEXIVE 

Sumerian: m "self, "selbst" “ Akkadian ramanu . This noun is used to form 
reflexive pronouns with possessive suffixes, e. g. nl-guio "myself', ni-zu "thyself', etc. 

Nostratic: (1) **?onV, or perhaps with a retroflex, coronal **n "self', "the 
same" (Dolgopolsky 1984: 91): Uralic *oNe or *oNa (where *N - *n or *n); Turkic: 
Old Uighur ona "precisely", "exactly"; Written Mongolian onti-ki "the one in question"; 
Afroasiatic *?an-, with evidence in Egyptian, Berber, Cushitic. (2) There is also a Proto- 
Nostratic verbal affix **-nV for the middle / reflexive voice (Illic-Svityc, vol. 1: 13) 
giving reflexes in all six families, with various vowels, mostly e and i, it would seem. 

Note. 1 am not aware of reflexives with a similar shape elsewhere, but my 
documentation is extremely poor in this area. 

4. COHORTATIVE 

Sumerian: ga- (Falkenstein 1978, § 74, 130; Jestin 1943, vol. 1; Sollberger 1952: 
163; Thomsen 1984: 199-202). Found only with the first person, sg. or pi., in verbal 
complexes with the meanings "I will...", "let me...", "let us...". Nevertheless Edzard (p. 
c.) doubts that it is permissible to isolate ga- as a morphemic unit. 

Nostratic: **Ka (Illic-Svityc 1971, vol. 1, n° 207: 331-332), a cohortativc 
particle used with verbs: Indo-European *-ke (a particle with a cohortative meaning); 
Uralic *-k, *k(k)V (an imperative and optative suffix); Dravidian *-k(k)V (an 
imperative-optative suffix); Altaic *-kV (an imperative suffix) attested in Tungusic and 
Korean, and perhaps in Mongolian. 

Note. It must be borne in mind that Sumerian ga- (probably /ka/: see Boisson 
1989a) is a prefix, whereas nearly all the elements quoted in Illic-Svityc are suffixes. 
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Nevertheless Illic-Svityc does quote the independent Greek particle ke (Dorian ka) in its 
Homeric use. I think it is fair to state that the parallelism is reasonably satisfactory 
because the meaning of the Sumerian and Nostratic morphemes is highly specific, 
which considerably reduces the risk of random similarity. Besides, from Ruhlen's tables 
it would seem that an imperative / cohortative with a velar nasal is highly diagnostic of 
the Nostratic super-family, as it is apparently not found outside it (Ruhlen 1987b, 
section 5), except as very isolated instances in America (in some Hokan languages, on 
which see Greenberg 1987: 313). 

5. DEMONSTRATIVE (this was already mentioned incidentally in Boisson 1992 
when discussing the third person personal pronouns) 

Sumerian', ne, nen, a demonstrative pronoun / determiner 18 , "-ne "dieser", akkad. 
annu'' (Poebel 1923: 82); 19 "das 'nahdeiktische' Demonstrativpronomen" (Falkenstein 
1978, vol. 1: 55), apparently in contrast with the demonstrative ri "that, yonder", 
although the demonstrative system of Sumerian is not as clear as one might wish. 

Nostratic: **NA (Illic-Svityc 1976, vol. 2, n° 332: 93-94; Blazek 1988): 
Afroasiatic *n(j), demonstrative pronoun; Kartvelian *-n, marker of 3rd singular 
subject; Indo-European *ne- / no-, stem of demonstrative pronouns (for instance 
Russian Pro. 3. sg. on "he" is related to this); Uralic *nV-, stem of demonstrative 
pronoun, yet note that Redei (1986: 300-301) confidently pushes the proto-forin *na 
"dieser, ?der, jencr" only as far back as the Finno-Permian stage, but is somewhat less 
positive about tracing the form to Proto-Uralic (see also Redei, page 297 for *na "dcr 
hier, dieser da", possibly but not necessarily Proto-Finno-Ugric, "weil die Bedeutung als 
Demonstrativpronomen nur in den ostseefinnischen Sprachen vorhanden isl"); perhaps 
Dravidian *na, demonstrative pronoun, but this is attested only in Malto and Brahui 20 , 
as the usual demonstratives in Dravidian arc based on i-, u-, a- (Bloch 1946: 18; Burrow 
& Emeneau 1984). 

Sino-Caucasian. A demonstrative with a dental nasal is to be found in Hurro- 
Urartian, and in Eastern Caucasian generally (Friedrich 1969a, 1969b; Melikisvili 1971; 
Diakonoff & Starostin 1986: 82), perhaps also in Hatti (Kammenhuber 1969: 535). 
Starostin (1989) gives the still earlier North Caucasian *nV "this, that", which he 
compares to Nostratic **NA. 

Note. One should also be aware that a demonstrative with a dental nasal is to be 
found outside Nostratic and Sino-Caucasian, as in Polynesian (Krupa 1982: 75-77), and 
that it is also widespread in a few South American families such as Andean and 


18 "Pronoun” is obviously a misnomer in the cases where the word is used as a nominal determiner, and 
not as a pro-form standing for a noun. 

19 Poebel adds "-ne [., J scheint eine Zusammensetzung von n "er" (Pronominalinfix, ursprunglich wohl 
ein Demonstrativum "dieser") und -e "dieser" zu sein. in alten Texten [...J ist es nicht zu belegen". This 
decomposition ofne is highly suspicious, though. 

20 The use of Brahui evidence is dependent on whether that language is to be considered as an early 
offshoot from Proto-Dravidian, as usually surmised by authorities in Dravidology (Andronov 1971, 
F.meneau 1962, Zvelebil 1972, Zvelebil 1990), or as the language of recent immigrants from Central 
India, as was thought by Jules Bloch, and more recently by Eifenbein (1987), the latter theory being 
unlikely. 
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Equatorial, plus other isolated instances (Greenberg 1987: 285, 290), but all this has 
evidently no bearing on our entry 2 \ 

6. DEMONSTRATIVE (??) 

Sumerian. Sumerian has a particle se, whose meaning is far from certain, as this 
quotation shows. "This morpheme, which occurs only in the literary composition 
'Gilgames and Aka', has been interpreted as a deictic element [...]. In the lexical text, 
NBGT ill, i 11-15 (= MSI. IV p. 158f.) unfortunately broken, se is translated by 
Akkadian unimmamu 'demonstrative pronoun, meaning uncertain' ( CAD A/2 p. 122)" 
(Thomsen 1984: 81). Jacobsen (1957: 117, note 55) first suggested the translation "the 
man here (hailing) from there" for "the difficult term lu-se". Falkenstein (1966: 48, note 
13) follows Jacobsen's theory, and so do Kramer, and ROmer (1984: 40). 

Nostratic. Proto-Nostratic **sa, a demonstrative pronoun for animates (Illic- 
Svityc 1971, vol. 1: 6), with data from Uralic, Indo-European, Afroasiatic, and perhaps 
Altaic and Kartvelian. 

Sino-Caucasian. Starostin (1989) compares Nostratic **sa to Proto-Sino- 
Caucasian **sV, a demonstrative pronoun, based on Proto-Sino-Tibetan se, si-rj, on the 
Yeniseian form sT-rj, sti-q in Ket, and on Proto-North Caucasian sV. 

Note. It would be disastrously circular to defend the demonstrative value of 
Sumerian se on the basis of a comparison with Nostratic and Sino-Caucasian 
reconstructions, but if at least some occurrences of this morpheme can be considered as 
having a demonstrative function, this would constitute a rather striking parallel. Yet one 
must remember that what is transliterated as s in Sumerian is not necessarily a /s/ (1PA 
///). Sollberger (1952: 16) emphatically rejects such a phoneme "en tout cas en ce qui 
conceme le vieux sumerien de Lagas", while other Sumerologists think it could be a ///, 
or a Jifl, or even a /9/ (Parpola 1975). 

7. DEMONSTRATIVE (??) 

Sumerian. There are a few instances of a particle -e which have been interpreted 
as a demonstrative suffix that can be used both with animates and inanimates (Poebel 
1923: 81: "dieser (hier), akkadisch unnu"; Jestin 1951: 59 22 ; Falkenstein 1949-1950, 
vol. 1: 56: "Das 'dortdeiktische' Element -e 'da, dort" 1 ). "However, since there are only 
few instances of the demonstrative -e, and because of its identity with the erg. and loc. 
term, postposition it seems desirable to seek another interpretation" (Thomsen 1984: 
81). Yet Thomsen quotes an example where she agrees that the demonstrative value is 
the best interpretation. 

Nostratic. **?i / 7e demonstrative for proximate objects (lllic-Svityc 1971, vol. 
1: 8); n° 134: 270-272), with data from all six families of Nostratic. Elamite has the 
demonstrative i: "II faut noter que le pronom neutre i "ce", "ceci", est remplace par hi a 

21 Even though it is sobering for anyone interested in the methodology of long-range comparison to report 
this distressing piece of information: the third person singular pronouns in Ona (Patagon) and in Leco 
(Northern Andean) are on, just as in Russian! (Greenberg 1987: 285). 

22 Jestin has this debatable remark : ”-e suffixe qui est 1c meme que celui des cas directs auquel il a donne 
naisance en tant qu'element d'accentuation" 
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la fin de l'epoque neo-elamite et qu'a l'epoque achemenide ce pronom correspond plus 
particulierement a un demonstratif prochain lorsqu'il est oppose au pronom demonstratif 
lointain hupe (ecrit aussi huhpe)" (Grillot-Susini 1987: 16). 

Sino-Caucasian. Starostin (1989) compares Proto-Nostratic **?i / ?e "this 1 ' to 
Proto-Sino-Caucasian *7i, Proto-North-Caucasian *?i. 

Note. I must say that I am a bit suspicious about the diagnostic value of 
reconstructed demonstratives with the vowel i and a for near or distant objects 
respectively, because these might be recreated independently through the operation of 
phonetic symbolism. 

8. PLURAL ENDING FOR ANIMATE NOUNS 

Sumerian', -ene (Falkenstein 1959: 36-37, § 18.c; Diakonoff 1967: 60, 
Falkenstein 1978: 73 in volume 1, § 21.3; Thomsen 1984: 60-61). As for instance: 
digir-re-(e-)ne (transliterated sign by sign) - digir-cnc "die Gotter" (transliterated 
morpheme by morpheme). In various areas of grammar Sumerian distinguishes between 
animate nouns 23 (persons: gods, demigods, men, and their statues, sometimes 
personified animals, as in fables) and "inanimate" nouns (animals, plants, things, 
abstract nouns, sometimes slaves, and apparently even at times collectives of the 
animate class) (Falkenstein 1978, vol. 1: 70; Thomsen 1984: 49; Hiibner & Reizammer 
1987: 40). "The animate element is generally /n/, the inanimate /b/" (Thomsen 1984: 
49, § 37). The plural suffix -ene is used exclusively after animate nouns, or rather, after 
noun phrases whose head is an animate noun, as this example shows : dit)ir-gal-ene 
"god-great-PLURAL" = "the great gods". 

Nostratic: **-NA, a suffix of plural animate nouns (Illic-Svityc, vol. 1:11, vol. 
2, n° 333: 94-96): Affoasiatic *-an, plural suffix of animate nouns; Kartvelian *-en / -n, 
suffix of plural nouns (originally animate) in the direct case; Uralic *-n, a suffix of 
plural animate nouns, object; (Illic-Svityc had a question-mark for Uralic, but Hegedus 
(1988b, 1989 after Hegedus 1988a), confirms its existence: "it is possible to posit a PU 
*n, dual suffix, attested in Ob-Ugric, Samoyedic and Lapp"); Altaic *-na / na, suffix of 
plural animate nouns, with data from Turkic, Mongolian, Tungusic, and perhaps Old 
Korean. Hegedus also thinks there might perhaps be evidence for this suffix in Indo- 
European (see also Blazek 1988): Proto-Germanic *augon (dual), *stemon "am Himmel 
Ausgestreutes". She also mentions Eskimo -m, plural suffix, Aleut -n, plural suffix (in 
possessives and verbal objects). 

Sino-Caucasian. Starostin compares Proto-Nostratic **-NA with Proto-Sino- 
Caucasian **-nV, plural suffix, based on Proto-Sino-Tibetan *-n, a collective suffix 24 , 
Proto-Yeniseian *-n(V), and Proto-North Caucasian *nV. 

Note. The syntactic-semantic-phonetic similarities are highly satisfactory. But 
note that some Nostratic families (Altaic, Uralic, Kartvelian, Afroasiatic) seem to have a 
plural suffix for inanimate nouns going back to Proto-Nostratic **-tV (Illic-Svityc, vol. 

23 Jacobsen (1988: 128) rightly objects to the use of "animate", since animals are animate, but since it is 
traditional, there is no point in changing it. 

24 Suffixial *-n in Tibeto-Burman and Chinese is more collective than pluralizing (Benedict 1978: 99, 
note 284 and 157, note 428), but this does not constitute a powerful objection. 
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1: 12), whereas Sumerian inanimate nouns have a zero plural. In any case, Ruhlen's 
tables show that a plural morpheme with a dental nasal seems not to be widespread 
outside Nostratic (Ruhlen 1987, section 5). To be sure, there are isolated instances of 
nominal plurals of this form in South America, as in Aguaruna, or Canichana 
(Greenberg 1987: 292-293), but this is obviously irrelevant. Apart from the data from 
Starostin quoted above, the closest (but poor) analog I can think of in the Old World is 
the Etruscan plural ending in r (Pallottino 1984: 470; Rix 1984: 223). 

9. COORDINAT1VF./ COMTTATIVE 

Sumerian: Two related morphemes must be considered. (1) The first one is -da, 
the comitative nominal postposition 25 , and which is also used with -bi- "its" in the 
complex postposition -bi-da'’ 1 "with its" = "and" (for the coordination of nouns) as in ab 
amar-bi-da "the cow with its calf', or Idigina Buranunna-bi-da "the Tigris and the 
Euphrates", or an-ki-bi-da "heaven and earth" (quoted in Jestin 1951: 64) 27 . (2) The 
second morpheme is -da-, the comitative verbal prefix, used with most of the verbs 
"which can denote actions performed together with somebody" (Thomsen 1984: 225), 
as "to compete with", "to quarrel with", "to speak with", plus some other verbs, notably 
verbs of emotion ; this prefix is also used in the sense "to be able to". 

Nostratic: **daHV, intensifying and conjoining particle (Illic-Svityc 1971, vol. 
1: 17, and n° 60: 214-215): Afroasiatic *d(H) "and, also"; Kartvelian *da "and"; Altaic 
*da "also, but, and", attested in Turkic, Mongolian, Tungusic, and Korean. 

Note. In many, probably most, languages, a careful distinction should be drawn 
between the meanings "coordinative” and "comitative" (= "sociative", "associative"), 
but they are surely related, both synchronically and diachronically, which justifies my 
comparison between the Sumerian comitative and the Nostratic coordinator. First of all 
there are numerous languages where the distinction is non-existent or tenuous: indeed, 
according to Hagege (1982: 35) "and" is not formally different from comitative "with" 
in 19 % of his world-wide linguistic sample (apparently 754 languages) 28 . This is the 
case in the Bantu family with particles usually of the form na, ne, and in the Congo 
family, with a particle of the form ya (Blanchon 1988). See for instance the extremely 
close connection between coordination and accompaniment described in the grammar of 
Babungo, a Grassfields Bantu language (Schaub 1985: 84-88), as well as the instance 
for ChiBemba in Givon (1984: 130-131). There is also a lengthy discussion about 
coordination by use of a morpheme with a comitative / instrumental meaning 29 in Payne 


25 It has been interpreted etymologically as derived from the noun da "side", although, as pointed out by 
Krecher (19S7: 82), such a hypothesis is doubtful since "side” actually ends in -g. 

26 Often abbreviated to just -bi, so that one finds both ab amar-bi-da and ab amar-bi. But Edzard tells me 
that relationship between -bi and -bi-da is not perfectly clear. 

27 But another word for "and" is ii, borrowed from Akkadian, which is used for the coordination of 
sentences (and also nouns, but without the emphasis found in u according to Thomsen). 

28 As was rightly pointed out in Mallinson & Blake (1981: 259), this accounts for the following entry in 
the general questionnaire for the Lingua Descriptive Series, later Croom Helm Descriptive Grammars: "Is 
the means used for expressing coordination and accompaniment (comitative) the same?" (Comrie & 
Smith 1977: 19). 

29 As is well-known, there is a widespread affinity between comitative and instrumental (Hagege 1982: 
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(1985: 29-34), with numerous examples from Fijian, Japanese, Korean, Logbara (Nilo- 
Saharan, Uganda), Margi (Chadic, Nigeria), Romanian, Russian, Waiapai (a Yuman 
language of Arizona). Other instances can easily be found: in Egyptian (Callender 1975: 
89; Gardiner 1957: 69), in Japanese (Hinds 1986: 37), in Tabasaran, an Eastern 
Caucasian language (Diakonoff & Starostin 1986: 78), and sometimes in Classical 
French, where the verb in the plural found in the following example shows that "avec" 
here means "et" : "Le singe, avec le leopard, gagnaient de l'argent a la foire" (La 
Fontaine). The same situation obtains also in Sanskrit and Avestan (see Haudry 1977: 
99-100 ; Haudry 1984: 106) 30 and in Uto-Aztecan (Langacker 1977: 160). Note also the 
sociative prefix pe- in Chibchan-Paezan (South America), which has come to indicate 
duality, as in pe-tam "male and (female)" (Greenberg 1987:304). 

Secondly, there are attested evolutions from comitative to coordinative 31 , as is 
the case in Welsh, Adyghe, and Kabardian, where the coordinator is plainly derived 
from the instrumental adposition (Payne 1985: 33; Diakonoff & Starostin 1986: 78). A 
similar change is going on in Quechua, for instance, where the Imbabura Quechua 
suffix -wan is strictly comitative, while it seems to have become a coordinator in 
Ancash Quechua (Cole 1982: 81). 

10. COORDINATIVE / EMPHASIZER (?) 

Sumerian, -ga-, in the pre-verbal complex variously interpreted as e-ga-, i-ga-, 
in-ga-, im-ga-, -n-ga-, etc. (Falkenstein 1959: 50; Falkenstein 1978, vol. 1: 218-219, vol. 
2: 211; Jestin 1946: 297-304; Thomsen 1984: 169-172). Jestin reads ga, with a velar 
nasal, while Thomsen prefers to attribute the possible nasalization to the preceding 
vowel, so that her transliteration ga is probably to be interpreted as /ka/ (see Boisson 
1989a, where it is also shown that the existence of nasal vowels in Sumerian is far from 
obvious). The basic function is conjoining, with the meaning "also", "and then", "et en 
plus", but it also has an emphatic affirmative function, as indicated by the various 
Akkadian equivalents (it can also be combined with the negative prefix nu- with the 
meaning "non plus", "pas davantage"). Example : ga-e Utu-giny in-ga-dim-me-en "me- 
ERGATIVE Utu-LTKE ALSO-create-BE-1.SING" = "1 am also created like Utu". 

Nvstratic : **k/o/, postpositional intensifying and conjoining particle (lllic- 
Svityc 1971, vol. 1: 18, and n° 201: 325-326): Afroasiatic *k(w) conjoining particle; 
Kartvelian *kwe, intensifying and affirming particle; Indo-European *k w e, conjoining 
and intensifying particle, Uralic *-ka / ka, intensifying and conjoining particle; Altaic *- 
ka, intensifying particle, with attestations in Tungusic, Korean, and perhaps in Turkic as 
well. Could we also add Elamite -ak "and", "et, mais, alors, puis" (Reiner 1969: 92; 


43). 

30 In Sanskrit and Avestan we find close structural analogs of the Sumerian complex -bi-da "with its", in 
the recourse to the verbal adjective in vant expressing possession, so that we come across phrases 
translated as "power and strength", for which a more faithful gloss would be "power with its strength" 
(see Haudry 1977: 100). Incidentally, this analogically proves that Poebel (1923, § 399) was almost 
certainly mistaken in identifying -bi- in this complex with a postposition, rather than with the possessive. 

31 "There are grounds for believing that all so-called 'coordinate' conjunctions are diachronic offshoots of 
the subordinating, asymmetrical Svith'" (Givon 1984: 130, note 50). 
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Griilot-Susini 1987: 31 32 )? 

Sino-Caucasian. We find Proto-Eastem-Caucasian *kk'Vj "emphatic particle" 
and Urartian kui/c "even", "also" (Diakonoff & Starostin 1986: 96). Starostin (1989) 
compares the still earlier North Caucasian *kVj "a postpositive emphatic particle" with 
Proto-Nostratic **k/o/. 

Note. If Sumerian is /rja J instead of /ka/, the parallel is of poor quality. Two 
intensifying and conjoining particles have been reconstructed in Proto-Nostratic, 
**daHV and **k/o/, and both of them might have Sumerian counterparts. However, 
note that **k/o/ is postposed. whereas Sumerian -ga- is preposed. Incidentally, note the 
Etruscan clitic -c "and". 

11. ABLATIVE-LOCATIVE 

Sumerian: -ta, the ablative-instrumental postposition, probably with the basic 
meaning "motion away from something", although some examples suggest a locative 
meaning (see Falkenstein 1978, vol. 2: 149-150, § 109.3; Deimel 1939: 88). Although 
Thomsen (107, § 212) generally objects to the locative meaning, she acknowledges the 
fact that in the common phrase ("to sit in the dust") with saliar "dust" and tus "to sit, 
live", the use of -ta can hardly be interpreted otherwise than as a locative. 

Nostratic: **da, a locative particle (Illic-Svifyc 1971, vol 1: 11, and n“ 59: 212- 
214): Afroasiatic *d (loc. particle); Kartvelian *da, *-d/-ad (directive circumstancial 
case-suffix); Indo-European *-(e)D (ablative suffix); Uralic *Sa / 8a (ablative suffix); 
Dravidian *-llu / tl(V) (postposed locative-ablative particle); Altaic *-da / da, *-du / du 
(locative case-suffix). 

Sino-Caucasian. Starostin (1989) compares Proto-Nostratic **da to Proto-North 
Caucasian *-dV, a locative particle. 

Note. From the Nostratic data, it might be surmised that the basic meaning was 
perhaps more ablative than locative, which would tally with the Sumerian case-suffix / 
postposition. But an obvious weakness of this comparison is that it is isolated in the 
nominal inflexional paradigm, no other Sumerian "case" having any clear Nostratic 
counterpart (recall that the comitative was compared with a coordinator) 33 . I can only 
tentatively offer the following speculation, for what it is worth. The Sumerian genitive 
is -ak. It so happens that in Nostratic there are various suffixes with a directional and 
dative meaning, all of them with a voiceless velar stop (see Illic-Svifyc Proto-Nostratic 


32 Who mentions another form ("une forme ancienne ou dialectale") agi. 

33 This is an unpleasant fact of life, but recall that Sumerian does not really show a declension strictly 
speaking, since the postpositive particles are clitics tagged to the end of noun phrases (just as in Japanese, 
say), and this state of affairs must have been rather "recent" Accordingly one should not expect any 
obvious parallelism between recognizable full-fledged case systems with a long, more or less stable 
history, and a postpositional system, even though case-endings are normally derived from postpositions, 
themselves derived from lexical items with a full meaning. However that may be, anyone insisting on 
parallelisms in systems rather than in isolated items must realize that systems evince different degrees of 
stability, pronominal systems being probably more durable than nominal or verbal paradigms, as is the 
case in Indo-European over the last 6 millennia. Another instance would be the instability of the Eastern 
Caucasian case system (Diakonoff & Starostin 1986:74). Note also that languages can change from the 
nominative-accusative to the ergative-absolutive type, and the other way round. 
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**KV in vol. 1, n° 245: 368-369, with evidence from Affoasiatic, Uralic, Dravidian, 
Turkic, Tungusic, Korean, and possibly Mongolian; see also Tyler 1986; also for 
Elamite McAlpin 1981, Reiner 1969: 96, § 8.1.1. These Nostratic data are compared to 
Proto-Sino-Caucasian **-kV by Starostin 1989, on the basis of Proto-Yeniseian *-ga 
and Proto-North Caucasian*-kV. Now it is far from uncommon for genitives to be 
derived from datives or directionals 34 . For instance, in some dialects of Tajik and Tat 
(Iranian languages), a certain postposition used as a genitive marker in a possessive 
construction is derived from an Old Persian postposition indicating goal or direction 
(Comrie 1981: 168). According to Calvert Watkins, the Proto-Indo-European dative was 
used for temporary possession, while the genitive was used for true ownership. The 
special affinity of dative and genitive is also shown by their common tendency to 
confusion by case syncretism, for instance in the Prakrits, in the Balkan Sprachbund 
(Romanian, Bulgarian, Macedonian, Greek, Albanian), probably in Mangarayi (see the 
suggestive data in Merlan 1982: 66-67). Given these precedents, it is permissible to 
imagine that Sumerian -ak could go back to an earlier dative-directional suffix. But, 
needless to say, this is nothing more than a speculation without foundations in Sumerian 
proper. 

It would be pointless to go over each entry again. As a final word of caution, I 
only want to stress the fact that the type of comparison I have embarked on is fraught 
with many dangers. Let me first remind the reader that any phonetic-semantic analog 
may be explainable in four ways: as random convergence, as an instance of cross- 
linguistic Lautsymbolik 33 , as due to borrowing, or as pointing to genetic relationship of 
varying degrees 36 . Although it is often emphatically claimed that grammatical items are 
steadfastly resistant to change, which does seem to be borne out for some of them (as 
negation, for instance), let me point out that even such markers can be borrowed 37 . 
Instances of borrowed pronouns are mentioned in Boisson 1988, and we may recall that 
Sumerian u "and" is a loanword from Akkadian, just as Persian va / -o and Bedauye wa 
"and" are loanwords from Arabic, or that coordinators and various grammatical functors 
are among the favourite loanwords of American languages from Spanish (on Bedauye, 

34 Note also that synchronically, dative or directional constructions with "possessive" meanings are 
extremely easy to find everywhere . See the contemporary popular French phrase "la bicyclette a Jules" = 
"la bicyclette de Jules"; the colloquial German construction "meinem Vater sein Buch"; the Latin dativus 
sympatheticus (Emout & Thomas 1972: 73); and similar phenomena in Slavic (Vaillant 1977: 87-88), in 
southern Italian dialects, in Icelandic, in Ossetic. 

35 In connection with this, it is perhaps not totally irrelevant to point out that the nasals m and n seem to 
be rather widespread in negative particles among various language families or super-families. 

36 Needless to say, any or all of these factors may interact. For instance, English and French lexical items 
may look alike because they can be traced to Proto-Indo-European, or because English borrowed them 
from French, or because French borrowed them from English, or because both English and French 
borrowed them from Russian (a language related to both English and French), or because both English 
and French borrowed them from Nahuatl (a language unrelated to either English or French) through 
Spanish, etc. It is only because the evolution of these languages has been scrutinized by literally hundreds 
of scholars over a couple of centuries that we are in a position to unravel this fantastically complex tangle 
of minute facts. 

37 Besides, considerable caution must be exercised in the interpretation of grammatical similarities, so as 
to eliminate accidental correspondences (see Campbell 1988: 601-603). 
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see Greenberg 1978: 277; on Mexico, sec Suarez 1983: 136). The Lahu particle 
meaning "and" is probably a borrowing from Thai (Matisoff 1978: 252, note 124). 
Within the Indo-European family, it is striking how various languages have re-created 
their "and"-connector on different roots, so that for instance the following conjoining 
particles are unrelated : English and, Icelandic og. Gothic jah, French et, Romanian §i, 
Russian i, Lithuanian if, Greek kai, Welsh ac 3S , Sanskrit ca, Gujarati ne, Kashmiri ta. 
Another problem with grammatical morphemes is that they are usually very short, often 
one or two phonemes, and this patently increases the risks of random analogies. 

True, in some cases, the advantage of grammatical items is that they constitute 
patterns which can be considered as wholes, which undoubtedly ensures greater safety 
in comparisons. Yet, as I remarked earlier, even such systems are liable to decay and 
reshaping, so that over a period of, say, 5,000 or 10,000 years, many of these will have 
been altered beyond recognition, leaving only scattered remnants for even the most 
painstaking comparatist to work on 39 . 


3S Accidentally similar to Elamite ak! 

39 In the case of Sumerian, there is the added complexity that our knowledge of the phonological system 
is incomplete. For instance, we cannot establish a fairly secure vowel system (see the survey in Thomsen 
1984, with the discussion in Boisson 1989a; and now Bobrova & Militarev 1989, also Boisson 1991), we 
hesitate on the nature of the consonant conventionally transliterated s, we do not know exactly how many 
rhotics and laterals there were, etc. Nevertheless the structure of the sub-system of plosives seems 
reasonably clear (see Boisson 1989a), so that all the morphemes studied in this paper are basically 
uncontroversial (those with the nasals m and n pose no problem whatsoever). 
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THREE ENTRIES 

FROM THE "NOSTRATIC DICTIONARY" 

Aharon Dolgopolsky 
Haifa University, Israel 

The following three entries are quotations from the Nostratic Dictionary (in 
preparation). The only difference concerns abbreviations. Instead of abbreviations (for 
languages, dialects, names of scholars, references) the names and titles are quoted here 
in their full form. 

*qan|ntV 'forehead, front’ > Hamito-Semitic: Semitic *°iV Xnt 'front' > Central 
Jibbali Xan'ti 'front, front part of anything', Mehri X3n'tay 'front udder of a camel", 
Harsusi X3nfi ’one of the four fore-teats of the camel’ 1j T T. M. Johnstone, Harsusi 
lexicon 141; Johnstone, Jibbali Lexicon 303; Johnstone, Mehri Lexicon 445 ||| Egyptian 
(from the Pyramide Texts) xnt 'face, the front part of the head' (-t < *-t-t, where *-t is the 
well-known Ham.-Sem. suffix of singularity) Eg. (from the Pyramide Texts) xntw, 
Xnty 'in front, in front of 5 Erman & Grapow, Worterh. der dgypt. Sprache III 302-3 
Calice, Grtindlagen der dgyptisch-semitischen Wortvergleichung 184-5, M. Cohen, 
Essai comparalif sur le vocahulaire et la phonetique du chamito-semitique 107 and N. 
Pilszczikowa, Le haoussa el le chamilo-semilique A la lumiere de 1'Essai comparatif de 
Marcel Cohen, in Rocznik Orientalistvcznv XXIV/1 (1960):124 - all of them connect 
Eg. xnt with Hausa hanct 'nose', which is untenable in the light of Chadic etymological 
studies (Stolbova, Sravnitel'no-istoriceskaja fonelika i slovar’ zapadnocadskix jazykov, 
in Afrikanskoie istoriceskoie iazvkoznaniie 185 [#364], Orel & Stolbova, 
Hamito-Semitic Etymological Diet. #441); A. Ember, Partial assimilation in Old 
Egyptian in Oriental Studies Published in Commemoration of the Fortieth Anniversary 
. .. of Paul Haupt § 6.2 and Orel & Stolbova, op. cit. #1340 (unconvincingly comparing 
Eg. xnt with Hebrew 'holem and Arabic xatm- 'nose, beak' - comparison rejected in 
Calice l.c.) || IE *xant- ({Puhvel} *Aient-) 'forehead, front' > Hittite hant- 'forehead, 
front(age), frontlet’ (nom.-acc. sg. neut. hanza) ||| Narrow IE *ant- > Greek avu - 
preposition (fossilized locative) 'opposite, against', avia (fossilized accus.) 'face to 
face’, avtcio) v. 'face, meet' || Old Indian 'anti 'before', 'ant- 'end' || Latin ante 'in front 
of, antes 'front rows', antiae 'forelok' || Old Irish etan 'forehead' (< ♦antono-) || Gothic 
and- 'against'. Old High German endi. Old Norse enni 'forehead' || Lithuanian antis 
'breast, boom' || Tocharic B anta 'brow' || Puhvel, Hittite Etym. Diet. Ill 89-96, Tischel, 
Hethitisches etym. Glossar I 149-53, Pokorny, Indogerm. etymolog. Wb. 48-50 || Altaic 
*ant‘V 'the foreside, southern side' > Tungusic: Written Manchu antu 'the foreside, the 
sunny\southem side of a mountain' ({Zaxarov} 'coHenast cneTjiaa nepejtHaa, rorKHas 
cropOHa ropbij, Ude anta ’the southern slope of the mountain’ f Zaxarov, Man'czurso— 
russkij slovar’ 15; Sravnitel’nyj slovar’ lunguso-man'czurskixjazykov 1 44 ||| according 
to Ramstedt, Korean ant h a, ant h e ’for, fore, before, in the presence of (locative) 5[ 
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Ramstedt, Studies in Korean Etymology I 11 ||| Altaic (Sarostin, A. Dybo & 
Mudrak} *ant‘ark‘"'V 'slope, hill' (if <—""front slope 1 ) > Tungusic *antaga 'southern slope 
of the mountain' > Ewenki antaya id., Ewenki/Negidal antava ’cojiHueiieK’ ('place in the 
full blaze of the sun'), Negidal antayaigda, antayrda, antayi(da) 'southern slope\side', 
Lamut an thy southern woody slope of the mountain 1 , Naykhin Nanay anta 3 ia 'sunny side' 
If Sravn. slovar' tunguso-manczurakix jazykov 144 ||| proto-Japanese antuma 'east' > Old 
Japanese aduma id. ||| ?o: according to Starostin, A. Dybo & Mudrak, Etym. slovar' 
altajskix jazykov (ms., 1997), proto-Korean antsk 'hill' > Middle Korean ontok, 
Phyonyang Korean yndok id. Ramstedt, Studies in Korean Etymology 1 11, 
Starostin-Dybo-Mudrak, op. cil. 8 (Altaic *anta ! k‘a hill, slope') 0 Illic-Svityc, Maierialy 
k sravnitel’nomu slovarju nostraticeskix jazykov in Etimoloeiia 1965 354 s.v. 'nepen' 
qantA and Illic-Svityc, Sootvetslvija smycnyx v nostraticeskix jazykax in Etimoloeiia 
1966 336 [#8.4] - in both sources IE is compared with Altaic (Tungusic and Korean) 
and with Ham.-Sem. (Eg. and Hausa hand). The Semitic facts (Jibbali etc.) were 
unknown to Illic-Svityc, because in 1960's the Southeast Semitic (New South Arabian) 
languages were not yet described. The discovery of the word Xan'ti 'front, front part' in 
Jibbali is a brilliant confirmation of Illic-Svityc's historical phonology and of his 
reconstruction of the etymon "'qantA, comparable to the discovery of laryngeals in 
Hittite (confirming Saussure’s hypothesis of "sonantic coefficients"). Both are linguistic 
paramounts of Leverrier's prediction of the existence of Neptune long before it was 
actually discovered. 

*tulij g V 'to spread like a veil/net, cover with a veil/net, catch (fish, etc.) with a 
net' > Ham.-Sem.: Sem. *“Vtly|V > Ge'ez {Leslau} ?an-tob?a v. 'spread, stretch, spread 
like a veil, veil, cover with a veil', Tigre ?antolTa v. 'spread, stretch out' (Geez & Tigre 
«—b- Cushitic?) f Leslau, Comparative Diet, of Ge'ez 590, Littmann & Hofner, Worlerb. 
der Tigre-Sprache 618 ||| Egyptian (Middle Kingdom) 3 s v. 'catch (fish)' or sim. (< 
* 3 u?W < *d_iu?TV < ♦tulgV) ~ Erman & Grapow, Worterb. deragypt. Sprache V 534 11 
K *txewl- v. 'fish by net' > Old Georgian txewl-, Georgian txevl- id., Svan txel- v. 'look 
for, hunt 1 If Klimov. Etimologiceskij slovar' kartvel’skix jazykov 98; Fahnrich & 
Sar 3 vela 3 e, Kartulur enata et'imologiuri leksik'oni 158-9 (reconstructs *txe- 'catch, 
look for 1 on the basis of Svan words and forms without *1, e.g. me-txw-yar 'hunter', but 
there the loss of *1 is a regular phonemic change) || tlralic: Finno-Ugric *tulkV 'seine, 
drag-net' > Ziryene: Siktivkar dial, tiv, other dialects (Upper VTchegda, Upper Si'sola, 
Prupt, Middle Sisola) til id. || Ob-Ugrian {Honti} *toloy ~ *toyal id. > proto-Vogul 
*t51ay > Vogul: Middle Loz'va toli, Upper Loz'va, Sos'va toliy; proto-Ostyak *toyol > 
Ostyak: Nizyam toyat, Kazlm toyai If Collinder, Fenno-Ugric Foe. 120; Redei, 
Uralisches etym. Wb. 536; Lytkin & Guljajev, Kratkij etimologiceskij slovar' komi 
jazyka 292; Sravnitel'nyj slovar' komi-zyrjanskLX dialektov 389; Honti, Geschichte des 
obugrischen Vokalismus der ersten Silbe #636 || Altaic *t‘ulE- > Turkic *t'Vila- v. 
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'hobble (a horse, etc.)' > Old Turkic lusa-, Qazaq tyca- tiisa-, Qirgiz tusa-, Tuva f u'za- 
syrKaap, Tofalar fusa- id.; ^ Turkic *t ! ‘ ulak 'hobble 1 > Old Turkic tusay ({Clauson} 
dusay), Turkmen dusaq, Shamakhi Azeri tusax, Volga Tatar, Bashqfrt Twraay tisaw, 
Qazaq tycay tiisaw. Standard Altay TyacaK, Uzbek TymoB tusow, Tuva {Tuvinsko-rus. 
slovar’} iiywaK, (Rassadin} aybucar- t"u c zay, Tofalar t”usay, Chuvash Tina tblb id., 
Qirgiz tuso, Xakas Tyacax tuzax id., 'okobli'. Yakut tuhax 'nervnr, chjikh, item., OKOBbme' 
1 Clauson, An Elym. Dial, of Pre-Thirteenth-Century Turkish 561; Drevnetjurkskij 
slovar' 590; Rasanen, Versuch ernes etymol. Worterbuchs der Tiirkpsrachen 502-3; 
Tuvinsko-russkij slovar' 182-3; Jegorov, Etimologiceskij slovar' cuvasskogo jazyka 235; 
Azarbayjan dilinin dialektolozi lughati 391; Baskakov & Toscakova, Ojrotsko-msskij 
slovar' 157; Rassadin, Fonetika i leksika tofalarskogo jazyka 176, Mudrak, Istoriceskije 
sootvetstvija cuvasskix i tjurkskix glasnyx 58, 180 (T *tul- [= *tul-] 'hobble') Clauson 
considers Old Turkic tusa- to have been derived from Old Turkic {Clauson} tus 'buckle' 
(Clauson op. cit. 558), which is semantically questionable and phonetically untenable 
because the short *u is proved by the Turkmen and Chuvash reflexes 1 Turkmen, Tuva 
and Tofalar data suggest Turkic *t", while Shamakhi Azeri tusax suggests *t‘- ||| 
Tungusic *tule- v. 'cast (a fishing net), install (a self shooting bow, a trap, a snare)' > 
Written Manchu tule- 'aufstellen (Fallen), auslegen (Netze)', {Zakharov} 'craBjno, 
paiCTanjisno, ch™ / chjikh / jioByuiKy / 3ana,aHio', Orochi, Ude, Ulcha, Orok, Nanay, 
Ewenki, Negidal tul3-, Lamut tul- VaKHHyrb (cert / neBon), nocraBHTb / HacTopoBHTb 
(jioBymKy / caiuocTpeji)', Orok tubgds 'fishing net', tubci- v. 'fish with a net'; Tungusic 
*tule- has also a broader meaning: 'to install' (in a broader sense), 'to arrange' > Ewenki, 
Negidal tub- 'HacajtHTb (Ha pacnajiKy)', Lamut tul- v. 'arrange', Solon tulu- 'npmecHTb', 
Orok, Nanay tub- v. 'sew on (a button). Written Manchu tule- 'anstecken (Holzgriff an 
Hacken, Holzgestell an Miihlsteine, usw.)'. This broader meaning seems to go back to a 
later semantic change. But of course we cannot rule out a possibility of casual 
homonymy or of a primary broader meaning with later semantic narrowing, 'to install' 
—► 'to cast (a net), install (a snare, etc.)'; in this last case the Tungusic root does not 
belong to the Altaic and Nostratic etymon in question f Sravn. slovar' 
tunguso-manezurskix jazykov 1 212; Zaxarov, Mancz.-rus. slovar' 756; Hauer, Wb. der 
Mandschu-Sprache HI 925 The Tungusian data suggest a strong Altaic *t‘-, while the 
Turkic data are ambiguous in this respect || Dravidian: [1] *toJk° 'net for trapping 1 > 
Tamil tolku id., Malayalam tolla 'snare, trap' (Drav. *J < **1 < *1 with palatalization 
caused by the following Nostr. * i); [2] o *tulV ’weaver’ > Parji tula ’weaver', Gadba 
tulle 'an untouchable', Ollari Gadba tule 'people of the Dom tribe' Burrow & 
Emeneau, Dravidian Etym. Diet. (2nd ed,) ##3349, 3531 0 The Nostratic *g is 
tentatively reconstructed on the assumption that Finno-Ugr. *k goes back here to a 
postconsonantic *g: Finno-Ugr. *tulkV < *tulgV < *tuligE. If this assumption is wrong 
and Finno-Ugr. *k is a suffix, the N reconstruction will be *tuh i [VlylgV. The final front 
vowel (symbolized as *E) is suggested by Tungusian, while the Turkic stem-final *a is 
due to progressive assimilation (vowel harmony). 
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*?in|na|a 'place' ( —> 'in' in daughter-languages) > Ham.-Sem.: Semitic *?ina 'in’ > 
Akkadian: Old Akkadian, Old Babylonian ina ~ in 'in', Old Assyrian ina 'in', Eblaitic in 
'in' | In West Semitic traces of *?ina have been preserved in Hebrew 7st'mdl 'yesterday', 
<*?ittamol < *?ina timali(m) (lit. 'in [the day of] yesterday'), in Jewish East and West 
Aramaic ?it'mal ' <l 7it'mal and in Syriac ? et'mal id., cp. Akkadian ina timali(m) 'yesterday' 
[in Hebrew and Aramaic the contraction *-tta->*-t- is regular, cf. Bauer & Leander, 
Hist. Grammatik der hebrdischen Spr. 193, § 12h']. There is syntactic evidence 
(adnominal [so-called "genitive"] case of nouns following *?ina) suggesting that this 
preposition (like other Semitic prepositions) goes back to a noun, hence the final *-a is 
an ending of accusative (typical of adverbials of place) and provides no evidence as to 
the final vowel of the proto-Nostratic stem f von Soden, Akkadisches Handwdrlerbuch 
1316; Assyrian Did. of the Oriental Inst, of the Unit/, of Chicago VII 141-2; 
Pennacchietti, Indicazioni preliminari sul sistema preposizionale dell'eblaita in: La 
lingua di Ebla 298; J. Levy, Worterb. iiher die Talmudim und Midraschim I 185; Payne- 
Smith, Thesaurus Synacus II 4459 ||| ? Berber *in 'to, into' > Nefusi in id.: 'ugur in 
al'madrasat 'goes to the school', uguray in tarablas 'I went to Tripoli', Siwa i- 
(prepositive) 'a, dans': ikim i-ddalu 'il entra dans le seau', Ghadamsi -i (postpositive) 
'dans’: allun-i 'in a hole' H Lanfry Ghadames II #1704; Beguinot, II berbero Nefusi di 
Fassdto 130; Laoust Siwa 128-9 || IE *7en/*n, *?eni 'in' > Greek ev, (poet.) evi, evt || 
Macedonian iv || Messapic in || Latin in 'in', Oscan -EN || Old Irish in- || Gothic, Old High 
German, Old Saxon, Old English in. Old Norse i || Lithuanian j, Prussian en 'in' | 
proto-Slavic *vb, *vi>n- > Old Church Slavonic be ve, beh- vbn-, Russian a, etc. 'in' || 
Tocharian (prefix) A y-, yn-, B y-, in- ||| ?? Anatolian IE: Lydian en (preverb, 
postposition), Hittite anda 'in, darin' (adverb and postposition), Luvian and|ta. 
Hieroglyphic Luvian a'ta id., Lycian nte (preverb and postposition) id. ][| Pokomy, 
Indogerm. etym. Worterb. 311-2; Stuart Mann, Indo-Eur. Compar. Diet. 241; Meriggi, 
Schizzo grammaticale dell’anatolico 366-8; Korolev, Xetto-luvijskije jazyki in Jazvki 
A/ii i Afriki I 42; the Anatolian EE cognates are dubious, since they may well be 
explained otherwise, as akin to Greek ev0a 'there' and going back to a proto-Nostr. 
pronoun + locative postposition *da or *tV ]fl| The zero-grade *n- rather than *on 
suggests a N *7- (because other laryngeals would have yielded *Hn > *on) || liralic: 1) 
Finno-Ugr * i *n | iiV 'place' > proto-Permian *in > Old Permian in, Ziryene in 'place', 
Votyak hhtei inti 'place', in-az 'b noju>3y, BnpoK (of profifibenefit to)' (lit. 'to the place'), 
{Wichmann} in, in 'Ort, Stelle' | Old Hung., Hung, dialectal eny 'geschiitztes Ort, wo der 
Mensch und clas Tier vor Wind, Regen, Schnee, Sonnehitze gedeckt sind' f Rcdci, 
Ural. etym. Worterb. 592-3; A magyar szokeszlet finnugor elemei: Etimologiai szotdr 1 
156-7; Wichmann, Wotjakische Chrestomathie mit Glossar 59 ||| 2) Uralic *-n|na/*-n|na, 
locative case ending (’in') > Finnish koto-na 'at home', ta-na paiva-na '[in] this day 1 . Old 
Finnish echtona. Vote ihtogo-na, Livonian 3’:dB-n, West Livonian i’:db-n ~ u’:dE-n 'in 

r r r 

the evening'. Vote talv3-na 'in winter', Erzya-Mordvin Tenbus tel-na, Ziryene t3l4n. 
North Vogul {Munkacsi} telia-n. Hung, tele-n 'in winter', Norwegian Lappish har've-n 
'in (during) the rain'; in the Samoyed languages it has been best preserved with 
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pronominal stems: Nenets tay-na there', Nganasan {Terescenko} t3-ni 'here, at this 
moment', tam-nu 'there, on that side', Enets kunne 'where?', Taz Solqup ku-n id., but it is 
found in adverbs with nominal stems as well: Taz Solqup uti-n 'in the evening', larji-n 'in 
summer' For more details see Collinder, Cumpar. Grammar of the Uralic Languages 
286-95, Majtinskaja, Sravnitel’naja morfologija fmno-vgorskix jazykov in Osnow 
finno-ueorskoeo iazvkoznaniia (vo prosy proisxozdeniia i razvitiia fnmo-ugorskix 
jazykov) 247-250; Terescenko, Nganasanskij jazyk 282-9, Terescenko Eneckij jazyk in 
Jazvki narodov SSSR III 453; Kuznecova, Xelimskij & Gruskina, Ocerki po 
sel'kupskomu jazyku 270-8 || Altaic *inV ({Starostin, A. Dybo & Mudrak} *inV) 
'hollow, pit' > Turkic *ih 'holeUair of a wild animal' > Old Turkic {Clauson} In id., 
Turkmen hTn (with a secondary h-) id., Volga Tatar en in, Bashqi'rt it), Chuvash ji.nb 
id.,Yakut in 'pit', H Clauson, An Etymol. Diet, of Ere-Thirteenth-Cenlury Turkish 166; 
Rasanen, Versuch eines etymol. Worlerhnchs der Tiirksprachen 172; Drevnetjurkskij 
slovar' 209, 261; Jcgorov, Elimol. slovar' cuvasskogo jazyka 79; Pekarskij, Slovar' 
jakutskogo jazyka 938 |j| Tungusic: Written Manchu {Zaxarov} un = yHb 'jioi obhihc c 
cojiomoio a xjreBe ana cBmibn' j|| Starostin, A. Dybo and Mudrak adduce Mongolic *oni 
'hollow, groove (on a point of arrow)' > Written Mongolian oni 'notch on an arrow; 
defile, gorge', oni kotul 'narrow pass[age]', Ilalha-Mongolian OHb 'hollow, groove (on a 
point of arrow)'; Mongolic Ewenki, Negidal un id. This alleged Mongolic cognate is 
very doubtful for semantic reasons. It is preferable to identify this Mong. ’•oni with 
Mong. *onu ~ *oni 'notch of an arrow 1 , which Starostin, A. Dybo and Mudrak (Etimol. 
slovar' altajskix jazykov, ms., version of 1995) lead back to Alt. *5nV id. f Starostin, A. 
Dybo and Mudrak op. cit. s.v. *onV 'notch on an arrow' 1fl] See Starostin, A. Dybo and 
Mudrak op. cit. s.v. *TnV 'hollow, pit' || Dravidian *-in 'in' (locative case ending) > Old 
Tamil -in. Old Telugu -a(n), -ni: perumatan 'in the west', baranasini 'in Benares', as well 
as possibly Norteastem Drav.: Malto -no —eno —ino, Kurukh -nu(:), -no id. and 
Central Drav.: Naiki of Chanda -in/-un/-en/-n, Gadba -in/-un/-n ^ Zvelebil, Dravidian 
Compar. Morphology 28-33; Andronov, Sravnitel'naja grammatika dravidijskix jazykov 
220 - 1 . 
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Signs: 

*| - before references and comment concerning a branch of a daughter-family 

of Nostratic. 

|| - before references and comment concerning a daughter-family of Nostratic 

0 - before references and comment concerning the Nostratic macro-family 

names of scholars who have recorded a word or registered it in a dictionaty 
- d -” = "whence a derived word" 

— ^ = "borrowed from" 

| "or" (aid means "a or *6) 
d = dialectal variation 

i = "cf. otherwise” (used before mentioning a paper expressing an opinion which 

is not shared by Ihe present author) 

?o doubtful on semantic grounds 
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DENE-CAUCASIAN *x'" ) owHV ‘MOUTH ~ TOOTH’ 


John Bengtson 

Recent research in Dene-Caucasian languages has greatly illuminated our 
knowledge of this obscure field. As an example, let us examine an etymology first 
suggested by Karl Bouda (1957:89, §124), and later by Sergei Starostin (1984:24, §36; 
in English, Starostin 1991:20, §36). The latest version of the comparison is by Blazek 
and Bengtson (1995: §5). 

Beginning at the far west of the Eurasian land mass, we have the common Basque 
word for ‘mouth’: ao in the dialects of Spain (Guipuzco-ano, Vizcaino, Alto Navarro, 
Roncales). In some parts of the same regions there is also a pronunciation ago 
(phonetically ( ayo ]), or abo [afio] in some parts of Vizcaya (Azkue 1905:8, 13, 49). 
However, in the French Basque country we find the most archaic pronunciation, namely 
aho (Bas Navarrais, Labourdin, Souletin). The form [ayo] appears to be voicing 
assimilation of aho or *axo, while the form [apo] suggests an original labialized 
consonant, such as *h" or *x w , by way of * f. Because a- is known to be a frequent 
fossilized prefix of classificatory origin (Bengtson 1991), we reconstruct Proto-Basque 
*-h w o or *-x"'o ‘mouth’. 

We shall have to pass over two important segments of Dene-Caucasian, for the 
moment, since we have not found likely cognates for this set in Caucasian or 
Burushaski. Starostin’s comparison with Caucasian *k’we[?V ‘mouth’ (see references 
above) is quite unlikely, since we would expect an uvular X for the initial, and the 
lateral has no contcrpart in the other words discussed here. Perhaps future research will 
uncover more likely cognates in Caucasian and/or Burushaski. 

Going then to the Sino-Tibetan, Starostin reconstructs Proto-Sino-Tibetan 
*Kho(w)H ‘mouth’, corresponding to Benedict’s Proto-Tibeto-Burman *ku(w). Attested 
forms include Old Chinese *khukh3u ‘mouth’, Garo ku~khu, Dimasa khu id., Hruso 
khu-mo ‘face’ (Benedict 1972:184). Starostin’s *Kh presumably stands for *qh or *kh, 
either of which would fit in his proposed correspondences with Yenisseian *X (Starostin 
1984:21, = 1991:16), as we shall see anon, and with the Proto-Basque *-h"o or *-x“'o} 


1. Several other comparisons confirm the initial correspondences of Basque h (original x ?) = 
(Caucasian x) = Sino-Tibetan qh or kb = Yenisseian V= Na-Dene X: 

Basque huri~hiri ‘village, city’ - Caucasian *XwcrV ‘village, farm’ 

Basque hartz ‘bear’, harz-ko ‘badger’ = Caucasian (Dagestanian) *X'Vr/c/V‘ squirrel, marten’ = 
Yenisseian *Xas ‘badger’ (Starostin 1982:215, §101). 

Basque *halbo > albo ‘side, flank’ = Yenisseian * Xotab ‘side, half (Starostin 1982:150; Blazek & 
Bengtson 1995:§34). 

Basque haga ‘long pole’ - Caucasian *ZwirkV ‘forest, tree’ (? = Yenisseian % xa?q ‘wood, forest ? 
Blazek & Bengtson 1995:§69). 
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Moving next to Siberia, Starostin posits Yenisseian *Xowe ‘mouth’, attested in 
Ket qo, and the extinct Kott hopi and Assan xubvj ‘mouth’ (Starostin 1982:147; also 
Starostin & Ruhlen 1994). These forms fit well with Basque and Sino-Tibetan form 
already cited. 

Coming finally to North America and Na-Dene, we find a form that matches well 
phonologically with the words discussed above: Proto-Na-Dene *X'uu?(Xu'?) ‘tooth’ 
(Pinnow 1988”:55ffi), but the meaning is different. Attested forms include Tlingit ‘fit x 
(metathesis); Eyak Xu • -/ (with suffix), Xy • (nasalized); Proto-Athabaskan *X(w)u - ? or 
*y(w)u • ? ‘tooth’ (where y was a voiced uvular fricative), attested in Kutchin (aj-ywo, 
Minto and Koyukon -yn ?, Galice -git ?, Beaver and Kato -wo • ?, Navajo and Mescalero - 
yd • ?, etc. (Note how the Athabaskan forms phonetically recapitulate the Basque forms, 
above). 

The main difficulty with Na-Dene is the semantic shift ‘mouth - tooth’. This 
could be an example of synecdoche : the part (tooth) referring to the whole (mouth), or 
vice versa. 2 

In sum, we have four proto-forms: 

Proto-Basque *-h"o or *-x“o ‘mouth’ 

Proto-Sino-Tibetan *Khu(w)H ‘mouth’ 

Proto-Yenisseian *Xowe ‘mouth’ 

Proto-Na-Dene *Xu' ? ‘tooth’. 

All of these can be derived from a Dene-Caucasian proto-form such as *X l "‘owHV. Was 
‘mouth’ or ‘tooth’ the original meaning? The geographic prevalence favors ‘mouth’, but 
alternatively ‘tooth’ was original and preserved only in the geographically marginal Na- 
Dcnc, while elsewhere the meaning was generalized to ‘mouth’. 


Basque hari, hat- ‘thread’ = Caucasian *XdlV ‘thread’ = Ne-Dene (Eyak) Xchl ‘rope’ (Blazek & 
Bengston 1995: §161). 

Basque hama- ‘ten’ “Caucasian *HamhV~ hand, handful’ (Bengtson 1991b:130, §6). 

Basque hor ‘dog’ = Caucasian *Xweje (Budukh Xor) ‘dog’ = Sino-Tibetan *qh w j id. (Starostin 1984:23, 
§ 11 ). 

Sino-Tibetan *qha or *kha T Na-Dene (Tlingit) Xa- id. 

2. For parallels, cf. Indo-European *geb h - (Avestan zaf-an- ‘mouth’, German Kief-er ‘jaw’) and 
*gomb 1 '- (Slavic zqbu ‘tooth’, Greek gomph-ios molar, tooth’); IE *mnt- (English mouth, Welsh mant 
‘jaw’, Latin ment-um ‘chin’). In Amerind, we find (Penutian) Proto-Mayan *cii P'mouth’, Alabama ici, 
Natchez and Choctaw ihi id., which are probably cognate with (hokan) Shasta ic 'o ‘tooth’, Achomawi ija, 
(Equatorial) Uro alse, Achagua esi, (Macro-Ge) Chiquito f'oo, Monachobm tsooi, Coroado ce, all tooth’ 
(Greenberg 1987:72, 92,141, 155). I am grateful to Vaclav Blazek for suggestions on this semantic 
problem. 
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NOSTRATIC NAMING OF THE INDEX FINGER 


Vladimir Terent'ev 

A. B. Dolgopolsky compared IE *kueluer "four" (J. Pokomy, IEW, 642) 
with FU *kutte "six" (B. Collinder, FUV, 93; B. Collinder, CGUL, 412), Mong. 
keture "to be numerous, to exceed measure", and T.-M. *kato- "many" 
(GDRJaSE, 16, 138). 

Here we shall offer a different point of view on this question. We shall 
compare IE *kuetuer and FU *kutte. 

This comparison is based on the peculiar counting system among the 
peoples of northern Eurasia. As Vjac. Vs. Ivanov showed in the report, "Typology 
of the Numerals One Through Ten in the Languages of Northern Eurasia", in this 
region there existed, and still exists, the following system of counting on the 
fingers: the little finger is bent for "one", then the ring finger for "two", and so on 
down to the thumb; after that, the index finger is straightened for "six", and so on 
back to the little finger. This is a kind of nine-digit counting system. 

It is possible that the Indo-Europeans named the index finger by bending it 
("four"), and the Uralians by straightening it ("six"). 

It may be valid to suggest the proto-form *k'u(V or *q'ulV "index 
finger(?)". 


— Translated by Laurence H. Bogoslaw 
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THE PICTISH LANGUAGE 


Harald Sverdrup 


1 Introduction 

The Pictish language was the language of the tribes in northern Scotland in 
prehistoric times. These tribes were called Piets by the Romans, and they are also 
known under the tribal name Caledonians. The Caledonians were formidable enemies of 
the Romans, and the Romans failed to subdue them. Later, in warfare with the Celtic 
Scotti coming to Scotland from Ireland in the 4 lh century, the Piets had a reputation for 
being fierce in battle. Pictish language disappeared in the 9-10* century after the merger 
of the Scottish and Pictish kingdoms, and very little material in the form of written texts 
remain to the present time. Pictish language remains an enigma as to its origins and its 
genetic relationship to other existing languages. It is obvious from the available text 
material that the Pictish language is not an Indo-European language. The available texts 
show some words that can be recognized as Celtic loanwords, but the texts cannot be 
understood from a point of view of Celtic languages. What is presented here is a 
synopsis of our work on Pictish during the period from 1993 to 1997. 

2 Objectives 

'['here have been a number of objectives of our study of the Pictish language: 

- Assemble a corpus of the known texts in the Pictish language 

- Translate the Pictish texts to the largest degree possible 

- Shed light on grammatical structure of the Pictish language 

- Explore genetic relationship of the Pictish language to other languages 

Since decipherment of an unknown language requires a large corpus of text, and 
the fact that the corpus is small may lead to a result where the objectives can only be 
partially fulfilled, I will explore where the comparisons and the structural analysis will 
lead. 

3 Methods and materials 

The methods of this study are several: 

1. Structural analysis of (he available corpus of texts 

2. Utilization of bilingual texts and historical translations 

3. Utilization of structural analysis for translations 

When a system of interpretation and translation has been found it should be applied to 
the whole corpus of text. Then it must yield sensible and consistent translations, and a 
minimum of exceptions should be necessary to obtain good consistency. A translation 
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has been attempted, based on a structural analysis of the available texts. The readings of 
Forsyth (1996) and suggestions for translations by Rhys (1892, 1898) and MacAlister 
(1940) were carefully considered. The translations are the result of an iterative 
procedure between the structural analysis and the translation of the sentences. The 
translations depend on the structural analysis, but the structural analysis is also 
dependent on some type of understanding of what the words represent. Words related to 
material culture after the separation cannot be expected to show any likeness with other 
languages originating in the distant past from Proto-Caucasian. Such words will rather 
be similar to the words of the languages Pictish had been in long contact with, such as 
Proto-Celtic and early Indo-European. 

Words from the core vocabulary are less coupled to material culture. The core 
vocabulary include body parts, family relations, hierarchical positions of simple tribal 
societies, landscape features, wild animal names and toponyms. Grammatical features 
may also be preserved over long periods of time. 

3.1 Earlier studies 

The available inscriptions in the Pictish language have attracted less attention 
from linguists than the issue of the Pictish language. Pictish language was grouped as a 
language of the same type as Basque in the last century by Rhys (1892), but later Sir 
John Rhys revoked much of that comparison due to criticism from colleagues (Rhys, 
1898). Sir John Rhys was a Professor of Celtic languages at Oxford, England. He 
retained his firm conviction that Pictish was a Non-Indo-European language. Later, 
Jackson (1955) and MacAlister (1940) went as far as concluding that it was certainly 
not an Indo-European language, and admitted that certain similarities with Caucasian 
languages would be possible. Hesitantly, striking similarities to Basque were pointed 
out. Jackson (1955) and MacAlister (1940) did not point out any other specific language 
group, which Pictish could be genetically related to, perhaps much due to lack of 
knowledge of the potential language candidates in the east. There are not many studies 
available on Pictish language that meet modem scientific quality standards, this is the 
reason why so much emphasis was placed on the studies of Rhys (1892, 1898) and 
MacAlister (1940). Several authors have argued for Pictish language to have been a 
Celtic language, but these studies have generally ignored the texts on the stone 
monuments. 

Discussing the structure and origin of a language, but ignoring the major bulk of 
the available texts, is not an acceptable scientific method, and such studies have largely 
been discarded. I want to argue here that serious studies of the Pictish language must 
start with the available texts on stone monuments. These texts are by far the most 
important documentation of the Pictish language, and no serious study can afford to 
ignore them. The study of place-names indicates that Celtic influence started very early 
in Pictland, and that this took place long before the coming of Gaelic to Scotland. Many 
place-names in Scotland cannot be fully explained as Celtic or Indo-European. Possibly 
a ruling elite of partially British or Continental Celtic origin was established before 200 
BC in Pictland, and a strong Celtic cultural influence was active since then. Despite this. 
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the Pictish language and certain very characteristic cultural traits survived, indicating 
that the Celtic dominating elite must have been small in numbers, and that Pictish 
cultural traditions must have been strong. The Celtic Scots invaded and colonized a part 
of western Scotland in the 4 th century, but initially they gained only a small comer, the 
Dalradic Kingdom. After this Piets and Scots were frequently at war. In the 6 th century, 
the Piets were converted to Christianity, and Celtic influence increased strongly after 
that event. In the P 1 * 1 century, the Scots finally gained the upper hand and the Scottish 
and Pictish kingdoms were united. After the 10 th century, the Pictish language 
disappeared and was replaced by Gaelic language. Thus it is right to say that the 
language of Pictland in the end became Celtic, but with Pictish language I imply the 
Non-Indo-European language recorded in the texts on the stone monuments. 

3.2 Inscriptions 

Rhys (1892), MacAllister (1940), Sverdrup (1995) and Forsyth (1996) all 
attempted to put together a Pictish corpus of inscriptions. 27 inscriptions in the Pictish 
language are found on 20 stone monuments and on 2 archaeological artifacts. Other 
fragments can be found as entries in medieval manuscripts in Scotland and Wales 
(Sverdrup 1995, Forsyth 1996). In all, the text material can be estimated to 32 texts and 
text fragments comprising 99 words including maybe 40 names, plus 8 unrecognizable 
fragments. All of the texts on stones listed below are written in Ogham letters, except 
the St. Vigans and Fordoun 1 inscriptions and the parts taken from old manuscript. In 
addition, a memorial inscription over a person serving in the Roman army (Lossio 
Veda) of Caledonian origin (sister-son of Vepogeni) in Latin language and letters is 
known from the Colchester Bronze Tablet (Rhys, 1898). The tablet can be dated to 
approximately 235 AD, and is of significance. Below, a list of the inscriptions and text 
fragments available has been compiled. The first 27 texts listed are all found on stone 
monuments, many of which also cany Pictish symbol carvings. The Pictish symbol 
carvings follow strict formulae and use a limited number of symbols. They do not 
consist of any type of writing, but are probable more to be compared with heraldic 
symbols of families or clans (Wainwright, 1955). The stones may be funerary 
monuments, but a function as border markers for domains is equally probable. It is 
possible in several instances that the symbols on the stones may in some way be related 
to the text. The texts were collected from Rhys (1892, 1893, 1898); MacAlister (1940) 
and Stevenson (1961). I have transcribed the Ogham drawings and photographs, 
compared them with the transcriptions of the above listed authors and reached the 
transcribed inscriptions listed here. MacAlister (1940) gives many photographs and 
drawings, but sometimes "corrects" the text. My transcription may in places differ a 
little from his, when I believe this to be closer to the originals. The available texts on 
stone monuments are listed below, the number of *'s indicate how many letters I 
estimate to be missing from the texts. The text material is listed in Tabs. 2-3. 
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Ogham was invented in Ireland in the 4th century, the oldest Pictish Ogham 
stones are probably from the 5th century (Stevenson, 1961). Many inscriptions are 
incised on stone crosses or stone slabs with incised crosses. Most of the inscriptions 
were probably created in the period between 800 AD and 950 AD. Tab. 1 shows the 
monuments with text, listed according to age. The inscriptions were ranked according to 
epigraphical criteria, category of Pictish symbol on the stone and whether it is a cross or 
not. Symbols of type I are ranked before symbols of type 11, archaic Oghams before late 
archaic, and ranked as latest were scholastic Oghams. This can be used for internal 
ranking between the inscriptions, which already have been dated in the literature. Tab. 1 
shows what I believe is the relative or absolute date of the different stones. It can be 
seen that the inscriptions span the period from 450 AD to 910 AD, a majority of the 
stones were erected in the period 750 AD to 910 AD, a mere 160 years. The Ogham 
alphabet as used by the Piets is shown in Fig. 1. The upper line shows the traditional 
Ogham letters, called standard Ballymote after the book of Ballymote. The two other 
lines are later modifications of Ogham to what is called scholastic Ogham. 

Two Ogham texts have been found on knife handles, nr. 3 and 4. Pictish books on 
vellum have certainly existed, but all of these have perished. A Pictish regnal list has 
been preserved in something called the Pictish Chronicle (Jackson, 1955). Small 
remarks arc made of Piets and Pictland in other chronicles. The Welsh mythical saga 
"Mabinogion" was written in the 9th century, preserved in 11 th century copies. Rhys 
(1892) discovered that it contains one sentence in Pictish language. In the section 
"Mabinogi of Branwen, daughter of l.lyr", it is written that a chieftain called Morduit 
Tallyonn, in the retinue of the Welsh Prince Bran, when urging his men to counter an 
attack following a murder on Bran’s nephew, uttered what is preserved as: "gwem 
qwnqwch uiwch Uordwyt Tyllyonn". This will be later found as our inscription nr. 15. 
It is a phonetic rendering of a Pictish sentence using Celtic spelling rules, today we 
would have written: "Fern kunkoch miok Morduit Tallion". The medieval manuscript 
called the Book of Taliessin, confirms that Morduit Tallyonn was Pictish and one of 
Prince Bran's chieftains. Rhys (1892) identified a number of possible loanwords in 
Gaelic, British and Welsh, which may come from a Piet-like substrate language or the 
Pictish language. Additional words are listed in Cormac's Glossary as being Pictish. 
Several of the kings in the list of Pictish kings in the Pictish Chronicle have names 
being translated as attribute descriptions. 

I have used cz to write the "e" expressed with the Ogham sign looking like an "X", 
e 3 to represent the "e" written with "x". "e” was written with this sign to distinguish it 
from the regular type written with 4 scores. The curly "d" 1 have written 5, it represents 
an aspirate. A rhomboid on the stem-line has been interpreted as "o" and rendered as 02 , 
a vertically halved rhomboid on the stem-line has been written "p", a small "x" on or 
below the stem-line is read as "p”. Two hanging half-circles below the stemline was 
written 03 to distinguish it from the normal "o". Later in the period, the f-Ogham was 
used to render the sound "st". T he alphabet interpretation used is shown in Fig. 1. 
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The lexis sometimes have whal appears to be word dividing punctuation, it 
appears as three dots, (St. Vigean's), or as a colon, (Lunnasting, Bressay) or 
simple dots (Kilmaly, Aboyne Castle, Burrian, St. Ninian, Brodie 1). All letters in the 
inscriptions appear in a row without any specific spacing unless punctuation is used. 

The inscriptions have been dated based on Stevenson's 1961 study and the 
classification of the monuments by Wainwright (1955). The monuments with 
inscriptions were classified according to type of symbol they carry or whether it is a 
cross or not The inscriptions can be divided epigraphically into different types: (1) 
Archaic type following the standard Ballymote convention, (2) Archaic type with bind 
Oghams, a specialty of Pictish, (3) Scholastic type of Oghams involving extra symbols, 
a late development and (4) Latin letters in uncials. Pictish symbols of type I were 
considered older than type II. 
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Nr Location 

Typology 


Ogham type 

Date 

1 Aquhoilie, Stonehaven 

- 

- 

Early archaic 

450 

2 Fordoun 2, Kincardineshire 

Symbol l 

- 

Archaic 

550 

3 North Uist 

- 

- 

Archaic 

600 

4 Orkneys 

- 

- 

Archaic, double stem 

650 

5 Mabinogion 

Manuscript 

- 

Unical 

650 

6 Fordoun 1, Kincardineshire 

- 

Cross 

Half unical 

669 

7 St. Ninian, Shetlands 

- 

- 

Archaic, stem 


8 Scoonie, Last Fife 

Symbol 1 

- 

Archaic, stem 

750 

9 Brandsbutt, Aberdeenshire 

Symbol 1 

- 

Archaic, stem 


10 Logie, Aberdeenshire 

Symbol 1 

- 

Archaic, stem 


11 Keiss Bay, Caithness 

Symbol 1 

- 

Archaic, stem 


12 Inchyra 1, Perthshire 

Symbol 1 

- 

Late archaic, bind 


13 Inchyra 3, Perthshire 

- 

- 

Late archaic 


14 Inchyra 4, Perthshire 

- 

- 

Late archaic 


15 Conningsburgh 2, Shetland 

- 

- 

Late archaic, stem 


16 Conningsburgh 3, Shetland 

- 

- 

Late archaic, stem 


17 Conningsburgh 1, Shetland 

- 

- 

Late arch., bind, stem 


18 Latheron, Sutherland 

Symbol 1 

- 

Late archaic, stem 

750 

19 Newton, Aberdeenshire 

Symbol 1 

- 

Early scholastic 


20 Kirkmichael, Isle of Man 

- 

Cross 

Late archaic, bind 


21 Abemethy, Perthshire 

Symbol 11 

- 

Late archaic, bind 


22 Kilmaly, Sutherland 

Symbol 11 

Picture 

Scholastic 

750 

23 Aboyne Castle, Aberdeenshire 

Symbol 11 

Cross 

Scholastic, stem 

800 

24 St. Vigans, Forfarshire 

Symbol 11 

Cross 

Unicals 

830 

25 Inchyra 2, Perthshire 

- 

- 

Scholastic 


26 Burrian, Ronaldsey, Orkney 

- 

Cross 

Scholastic, bind, stem 


27 Lunnasting, Shetlands 

- 

Cross 

Scholastic, bind, stem 


28 Brodie 1, Morayshire 

Symbol 11 

Cross 

Scholastic 

850 

29 Brodie 2, Morayshire 

Symbol 11 

Cross 

Scholastic 

850 

30 Bressay, Shetland 

Symbol 11 

Cross 

Scholastic, stem 

910 


Table I: A list of the inscriptions, arranged according to estimated age and indications 
of monument type and Ogham type. Datings were taken from Stevenson (1961), Jackson 
(1955) and MacAlister (19-10). The early Oghams were made along the edge of the 
stone. Later, this was substituted by an indeed line, the stem. The individual strokes of 
each letter may be connected with an outer tine, this is called a bind Ogham. Symbol 
stones are stones with pictorial symbols. 
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1 vuenonitedovor 

2 vun*msettorbre****n 

3 belancenucota 

4 ineittemon- 
mats- 

5 guem gungoch raioch Morduit Tallyonn 

f, Sic*#****#* 

rurtesi 

pidamoin 

7 —besmeqqnanam 1 movvez 

8 eddarnonn. 

9 irataddoarens.... 

10 callhatu 

11 nehtetri 

12 inehhtestietd 

inne. 

13 — cchtucached- 

14 setu 

15 ~dev*odrs~ 
ehteconmorsa- 

16 eitteco****htwal :t******rtta- 

17 —ira— 

Table 2: Part I. The corpus of text used for this study organized according to 
approximate dating and reference number. All texts except 3 and 4 are found on 
standing stones, and also except no. 5 which comes from the Welsh saga Mabinogion. 
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18 dunnodnnajt maqqnetu- 

19 iddarmnnvorrennipuor 
b*dr*cl*vor 

20 g***ercaddosten 
b,l,v,s,n;h,d,t,c,q;m,n,ng,f,r:a,o,u,e,i 

21 — lmn— 

22 aollhhalldorreiddm'qqnuuvvarreimg 

23 maqqojtalluorr. 
neihhtvrobbaicceinnevv 

24 drosten 
ipeuoret 
ettfor 
cus 

25 ettlietrzipiddore* 

26 -tallu.or.ainnvurrazcteiewceirrioccs 

27 e 2 tt 03 cuhe 2 tts:aihe 3 hhttannn:hccwew nehhtonn 

28 cddarnonilciutovonvitcor 
made 30 ewipeinngarioz 

29 vonseoSto 

30 crro 3 scc : nahhtvvddaSBs : daltrr : ann . 

bemis : es : meqqddrr 2 02 : ann 

31 canutulachama 

32 bliesbiituth 

Table 3: Tart 2. The corpus of text used for this study organized according to 
approximate dating and reference number. The last two are names from the Tictish 
Chronicle. The numbers in subscript refer to epigraphic variants. 
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300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000 AD 
Date of inscription 


Figure 2: The occurrence of inscriptions from diff erent dates, reveal the flourishing of 
the Pictish kingdom 600-800 AD. A maximum in inscriptions in the period from 700- 
800 AD is evident. After the conquest of Pictland by the Scots in the 9th century, the 
Pictish language disappeared quickly from the monuments. 
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4 Structural analysis and comparisons 

The survey and translation given above may be used to construct a list of 
inscriptions with the morphemes identified, reconstructed missing letters filled in and 
the missing punctuation according to our interpretation. Proper names are identified 
with capital letters, separation between words with a colon, grammatical particles arc 
separated from the stem with - Reconstructed missing letters are indicated by brackets 
(), missing letters that cannot be reconstructed from the context are given as * The texts 
with the reconstructed separation between the words and grammatical markers are as 
shown in Tables 4-6. Some of the inscriptions have been omitted, due to their 
fragmentary condition. 

1 vue-n-on: Ited-o-v-or 
NOUN-ART-GEN 1 b : NAME-?-?-DATlc 
the monument-his: lted-the-for 

2 vu-n : (a)ms : ett-or : Bre***-(e)n 

NOUN-ART : VERB : NOUN-DATla : NAME-GEN la 
the monument: is : for dead : Bre***'s 

3 Belan-c-en : u-cota 
NAME-ERG-GENla: CLASS-NOUN 
Belan-self-his: die-knife 

4 i-n-eittem-on : ? : Mats****? 

CLASS-ART-NOUN-GF.N lb : ? : NAME....? 

(animate)-the-?-his : ? : Mats....? 

5 guem : gung-och : mi-ocli: Morduit; Tall-y-onn 

ADJ : NOUN-ERG : PRON-ERG : NAME : NAME-7-GEN lb 
good : companion-self: me-self: Morduit: Tall-?-his 

6 (eddar-n-onn): Rurt-es : ip[i]: Idar-n-o-in 

(NOUN-ART-GEN): NAME-GEN2 : NOUN : NAME-ART -7-GEN 1 b 
(?-the-his) : Rurt’s : sister-son : Idar 

7 —b-es : meqq-n-an : am : Mowest 

NAME-GEN2 : NOUN-ART-GENlc : VERB : NAME 
-??~b’s : son-the-her : is : Mofesl 

8 eddar-n-onn 

NOUN-ART-GEN lb. 

?-the-his. 

9 ir-Atadd-o-ar-en : s— 

MOD-NAME-DATlb-GEN 1 a : ? 

Second-Atadd-the-for-his: ? 

10 Nehte-t-ri 
NAME-LOC-NOUN 
Neht-here-king 

Table 4: Par! 1: Structural analysis of the sentences and interpretation of the texts. ART 
is the determined article, GEN is genitive case suffix, ERG is the ergative case suffix, 
DAT is the dative, LOC is the locative. Observe that there are 4 different genitives and 
2 datives. The texts and their translations may be organized according to dating in 
order to study the development of individual words over time. 
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12 i-n-ehlit-es : Tietd : lime 

C(,ASS-ART-NOUN-GEN2 : NAME : NAME 
(animate)-the-father-her : Tietd : lnne 

13 ?***echt-uc: ached— 

?...NOUN-ERG: ?... 
father-self: ?... 

15 ?***dcv*odrs** : eht-ec-on : morsa***? 

..? : NOUN-ERG-GENlb : ? 

..? : dead-self-his : ? 

16 elt-ec-o(n): ***htvv-al: t******rtta***? 

NOUN-ERG-GENlb :..?: ?.. 
dead-self-his : ..? : ?.. 

18 Dunnod-nn-at: maqq : nelu— 

NAME-ART-LOC : NOUN : NAME-??- 
Dunnod-tbo-thcrc : in-the-family-of: Netu-??- 

19 iddarr-n-|o]nn : Vorr-enn : ip-u-or : B(e)dr(a)-c-(a)l-(o)-v-or 
NOUN-ART-GEN 1 b: NAME-GEN la: NOUN-DATlb : NAME-ERO-GEN3-DAT1 c 
?-the-his : Vorr's : sister-son of: B(e)dr(a)c 

20 g***er: Caddost-cn 
..?: NAMF.-GENla 
?: Caddost's 

22 All-hlialld-orr : edd : m'qq : Nuuwarr : eimg ? 

ADJ-NAME-DATla: VERB : NOUN: NAME : NOUN 
hill-Caledonia-at: died : M'qq : Nufarr: battle ? 

23 maqq-o : Tall-u-or: n-ehht: Vrobb-acc-en : n-ew 

NOUN-? : NAME-DATlb : ART-NOUN : NAMF.-ERG-GENla : ART-NOUN 
in-the-family-of: Tail-for : (father)-the-for: Vrobb-self-his : the-stone 

24 Drost-en : ipe-u-or : Etett-f-or : cus 

NAME-GEN la: NOUN-DATlb : NAME-DATlc : NOUN 
Drost's : sister-son : Etett-thc-for : cross 

25 elt: Lielrst: ip[i]: Idd-or-e(n) 

ADJ : NAME : NOUN : NAME-DAT1 a-GEN la 
Dead : I.ietrst: sister-son : Iddor's 

Table 5: Part 2; Structural analysis of the sentences and interpretation of the texts. 
ART is the determined article, GEN is genitive case suffix, ERG is the ergative case 
suffix, DAT is the dative, LOG is the locative. Observe that there are 4 different 
genitives and 2 datives. The texts and their translations may be organized according to 
dating in order to study the development of individual words over time. 


69 



Languages and their Speakers in Ancient Eurasia 


26 '/**** : Tall-u-or-aim : vurr-ac-l: eew : cerroccs 

? : NAME-DATlb-GEN 1 c : NAME-ERG-LOC : NOON : NOUN 
? : Tall-the-ibr-her : man-self-here : stone : cross 

27 Ettocuhett-s : ah-ehht-ann-n : hccwew: Nehhtonn 
NAME-GEN2 : VERB-NOUN-GENlc-ART : 7-NOUN : NAME 
Ettocuhett-for : is-father-her-the : stone : Nechtonn 

28 eddar-n-on : llciut-o-v-orr : vile-or : made : o-cw : 

NOUN-ART-GEN lb : NAME-DATlc : ?-DATla : VERB : CLASS-NOUN : 
Grave-the-his : Ilciul-lhe-of: brave ? : set: stone : 

ip-en-n: Gariost 
NOUN-GEN la-ART : NAME 
sister-son-his-the : Gariost 

29 vo-n-s: eo5o 
N0UN-ART-DAT2 : NAME 
monument-lhe-for: Eo8o 

30 crroscc: n-ahht: Vvdda88-s : dattrr-ann : Bemis-es : 

NOUN : ART-NOUN : NAME-DAT2 : NOUN-GENlc : NAME-GEN2 : 

cross : the-mother: Vvdda55-of: daughter-her : Bemis's : 

meqq : Ddrro-ann 

NOUN: NAME-GENlc 

son : Ddrro-her 

31 cami: Tulach : ama 

NOUN : NAME-ERG : VERB 
writer : Tul-self: 1 am 

32 blies-bli : tuth 
ADJ-ADJ : NOUN 
black-good : clan 

Table 6: Part 3; Structural analysis of the sentences and interpretation of the texts. 
ART is the determined article, GEN is genitive case suffix, ERG is the ergative case 
suffix, DAT is the dative, LOC is the locative. Observe that there are 4 different 
genitives and several datives. The texts derived from stones and manuscripts (5, 31, 32). 
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4.1 Flexion of the noun 

For the translation of texts in unknown languages, structural analysis is important 
(Pallotino, 1973; Woudhuizen, 1989). It identifies subjects and objects and their relative 
positions. Since the genitive endings and possessive suffixes, subject and object can be 
determined, through the dative suffix the object is separated. The recognition of the first 
person singular pronoun as "ma”, helps locate the verb to be as a-, am-. This form has 
good parallels in Basque, Etruscan and Iberian. The grammar may be studied if we 
make systematic tables of word-stems and the occurring pre-, in- and suffixes. For the 
word "ip" meaning "sister-son" we have 5 occurrences: 


Nr. 

Word 

Infix 

Infix 

Suffix Suffix 

Determined 


stem 



dative genitive 

article 

24 

'P 

e 

u 

or 


19 

ip 


u 

or 


6 

ip 

(i) 




28 

•P 



en 

n 

25 

'P 

(i) 





"-i-" and "-e-" may be some type of infix, or an integral part if the word is "ip" or "ipi". 
"-i-” may also be remnant of a nominative ending ”-iu". The suffix "-or” is the dative 
suffix, "-en" is probably the masculine genitive suffix. The full significance of the 
infixes is unknown. The word "father" occurs 4 times, and "mother" once (nr. 30.). This 
word is accompanied by a number of pre-, in- and suffixes. 


Nr. 

Prefix Prefix Word 

Suffix 

Suffix 

Determined 



stem 

possessive 

genitive 

article 

23 

n 

ehht 




27 

ah 

ehht 

ann 


n 

27 

n 

ehht 

on 



30 

n 

ahht 




12 

i n 

ehht 


es 



The prefix/suffix ”-n-" is used to make the determined form of the word, corresponding 
to a meaning "the", "-on" is the masculine possessive suffix, "-es" the feminine genitive. 
The prefix "i-” or "u-" in ”u-cota" could have the same role as it has in Basque and other 
Caucasian languages (Basque; "e-gurr", "i-zen", "i-zarr". North East Caucasian; "he- 
berci", "hwi-missu", ”a-stuarhi"). These are called class prefixes, and divide objects into 
male, female, dead, alive and natural phenomena, sometimes body parts have a separate 
class. In Pictish the prefixes "a-", "-i-", "-o-", ”u-" occur. In Pictish "ah-" seems to be 
significant of an animate, feminine class. "-U-" and "-0-" show up on male names, the 
words for nephew, stone and knife. In North Caucasian it is the male class prefix, in 
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Burushaski it is the feminine, in Basque it is the body part class. In Burushaski "i-" is 
the class prefix for inanimate things, in Basque the class used for natural phenomena. 
The word "ett" may have a different meaning than "ehht". This is evident for the 
analysis of its declensions as listed below. It can be seen that it attracts quite different 
suffixes: 


Nr. 

Stem 

Suffix 

Suffix 

Suffix 



ergative 

possessive 

dative 

22 

edd 




2 

ett 



or 

25 

eht 




13 

ett 

uc 



15 

eht 

ec 

on 


16 

ett 

ec 

0* 



The "-uc" and "-ec" suffixes may be signs of a second type of nominative. This 
nominative would be the same as the ergative in Basque. Ergative also occurs in North 
Caucasian and Iberian. In North Caucasian it uses suffixes like "-ka", "-ke" or ”-ac". In 
all these languages, including Pictish, the nominative form generally has no suffix and 
uses the word stem only. The word interpreted as "stone” appears with few grammatical 
markers, maybe only "n-". 


Nr. 

Prefix 

Word 

23 

n 

ew 

26 

e 

ew 

27 


hccwew 

28 


oew 


The writing "hccvvew " suggests that the sound was not quite compatible with Celtic 
Ogham orthography. The "hccw-" in the word "hccwew" may be an attempt to 
emulate the sound "qv-" coming before "-ew". The word written mostly as "ew" 
("stone") may have been pronounced something like "qvef'. The "o-" in before "ew" 
may be another attempt to emulate the same sound. The word "vu" is interpreted to have 
a meaning of some type of monument over a dead person, and occurs with several of the 
grammatical markers listed earlier. 

Nr. Word Infix Infix Suffix Suffix 

1 vu e n on 

2 vu n 

29 vo n s 
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The grammatical markers also occur with names. The infixes "-f-" may be a 

part of the dative suffix, but punctuation in nr. 5 and nr. 13 indicate they have a separate 
significance in the language, "-f-" and "-v-" may have the same meaning, and the same 
may applied to "- 0 -" and M -u-”: 


Nr. 

Prefix Name 

Infix 

Infix Suffix 

Suffix 

Suffix Suffix 




nom. 

dative 

genitive locative 

24 

Etett 


f 

or 


1 

Ited 

0 

V 

or 


9 

It Atadd 

0 

ar 


en 

28 

Ilciut 

0 

V 

orr 


23 

Tall 

u 


on- 


26 

Tall 

u 


on - 

ann 

19 

B(e)dr(a)-c-al 

(O) 

V 

or 


25 

Idd 



or 

en 

28 

Vite 



or 


18 

Dunonod 

nn 



at 

27 

Ettycuhett 



s 


30 

VvddaSS 



s 


11 

Neht 




et 

5 

Tall 

y 



onn 

The word "vite-or" is not understood, and it may very well not 

be a name. Nr. 11 


written "Nehtetri", and ”ri" may be a Celtic loan for king, but it may also be the Pictish 
case ending, ''-ar" and "at" appear as suffixes of uncertain function, they may be 
locatives or nominative, even if it appears as if no suffix is often used for nominative I 
for names. The name "M'qq Nuwarr" in inscription nr 22, contains an ending "-arr" 
This may be a proper part of a word, and not necessarily a gramatical ending. "or/-orr" 
is the dative suffix, "-o-” is infixed alone or before "-ar", but as ”-o-v-" before "-orr", 
never before any of the genitive suffixes, "-u-” is infixed before "-orr", but not before 
any of the genitive suffixes. From the analysis above, it is evident that the last missing 
vowel in the name in nr. 23 is "o". Some names appear with genitive suffix only: 
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Nr. 

Name 

Feminine 

genitive 

Masculine 

genitive 

6 

Rurt 

es 


7 

~b 

es 


30 

Bernis 

es 


24 

Drost 


en 

23 

Vrobbacc 


en 

19 

Vorr 


enn 

20 

Caddost 


en 

2 

Bre*** 


*n 

3 

Belanc 


en 

25 

Iddor 


e* 

Colchester 

Vepog 


en 


The impression is that "-es" is the feminine genitive suffix, and "Bemis" is a 
female name. "Drost", ''Vrobbacc 1 ' and "Caddost" are men's names. Thus the masculine 
genitive suffix must be "-en". The Colchester tablet has the name "Vcpogeni" with the 
Latin genitive "i" affixed to the name. Names borrowed from Pictish seem to always be 
based on the Pictish genitive form; here the suffix "-en" can be recognized (Rhys, 
1898). The same name appears in the list of Pictish kings as "Vipoig". Several of the 
names end in "-st"; "Drost", "Caddost", "Gariost", "Mofest". ”-st" is probably not a 
grammatical element but an onomastic part of the language. Thus if name has the stem 
"Frobb", it would be "Frobb-a" in nominative, and "Frobb-ak" in the ergative fonn in 
Basque, and could be approximately translated as "Frobb-himself'. 

This may be the case with some of the Pictish names. At least the similarity is 
there for us to speculate over. Using the available material I can make a small table with 
the occurrences of the name in the stem alone and the stem with different suffixes 
appended, maybe containing ergative; 


Source 

Nominative I 

Word 

Ergative 

Locative Unknown 


word stem 

stem 

suffix 

suffix suffix 

23 

Vrobb 

Vrobb 

acc 


19,26 

Vorr 

Vurr 

ac 

t 

19 


B(e)dr 

(a)c 

001 

Livius, 3 

Belen 

Belan 

c 


23,26,31 

Tall 

Tul 

ach 


PChron 

Wroid 

Wred 

ech 


PChron 

Fcrad 

Ferad 

ach 


31,5 

me 

me 

och 



The ergative may have developed by a merging of a pronoun and the nominative. 
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The grammatical markers also occur with names. The infixes "-u-", "-v-", ”-f-" may be a 
part of the dative suffix, but punctuation in nr. 5 and nr. 13 indicate they have a separate 
significance in the language, "-f-" and "-V-" may have the same meaning, and the same 
may applied to "- 0 -" and "-u-": 


Nr. 

Prefix Name 

Infix 

Infix 

Suffix Suffix 

Suffix 

Suffix 





nom. dative 

genitive 

locative 

24 

Etett 


f 

or 



1 

Ited 

0 

V 

or 



9 

Ir Atadd 

0 


ar 

en 


28 

TIciut 

0 

V 

on- 



23 

Tall 

u 


on- 



26 

Tall 

u 


orr 

ann 


19 

B(e)dr(a)-c-al (o) 

V 

or 



25 

Idd 



or 

en 


28 

Vitc 



or 



18 

Dunonod 

nn 




at 

27 

Ettycuhett 



s 



30 

Vvddadd 



s 



11 

Nelit 





et 

5 

Tall 

y 



onn 



The word "vite-or" is not understood, and it may very well not be a name. Nr. 11 is 
written "Nehtetri", and "ri" may be a Celtic loan for king, but it may also be the Pictish 
case ending, "-ar" and "at" appear as suffixes of uncertain function, they may be 
locatives or nominative, even if it appears as if no suffix is often used for nominative 1 
for names. The name "M'qq Nuvvarr" in inscription nr 22, contains an ending, "-arr" 
This may be a proper part of a word, and not necessarily a gramatical ending. "or/-orr" 
is the dative suffix. "- 0 -" is infixed alone or before "-ar", but as "-o-v-" before "-orr", 
never before any of the genitive suffixes. "-U-" is infixed before "-orr", but not before 
any of the genitive suffixes. From the analysis above, it is evident that the last missing 
vowel in the name in nr. 23 is "o". Some names appear with genitive suffix only: 
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Nr. 

Name Feminine 

Masculine 


genitive 

genitive 

6 

Rurt es 


7 

—b es 


30 

Bernis es 


24 

Drost 

en 

23 

Vrobbacc 

en 

19 

Vorr 

enn 

20 

Caddost 

en 

2 

Bre*** 

*n 

3 

Belanc 

cn 

25 

Iddor 

e* 

Colchester 

Vepog 

en 


The impression is that "-es" is the feminine genitive suffix, and "Bernis" is a female 
name. "Drost", "Vrobbacc" and "Caddost" are men's names. Thus the masculine 
genitive suffix must be "-en". The Colchester tablet has the name "Vepogeni" with the 
Latin genitive "i" affixed to the name. Names borrowed from Pictish seem to always be 
based on the Pictish genitive form; here the suffix "-en" can be recognized (Rhys, 
1898). The same name appears in the list of Pictish kings as "Vipoig". Several of the 
names end in "-st"; "Drost", "Caddost", "Gariost", "Mofest". "-st" is probably not a 
grammatical element but an onomastic part of the language, t hus if name has the stem 
"Frobb", it would be "Frobb-a" in nominative, and "Frobb-ak" in the ergative form in 
Basque, and could be approximately translated as "Frobb-himself 

This may be the case with some of the Pictish names. At least the similarity is there for 
us to speculate over. Using the available material I can make a small table with the 
occurrences of the name in the stem alone and the stem with different suffixes 
appended, maybe containing ergative: 


Source 

Nominative 1 

Word Ergative 

Locative 

Unknown 


word stem 

stem suffix 

suffix 

suffix 

23 

Vrobb 

Vrobb acc 



19, 26 

Vorr 

Vurr ac 

t 


19 


B(e)dr (a)c 


(all 

Livius, 3 

Belen 

Belan c 



23,26, 31 

Tall 

Tul ach 



PChron 

Wroid 

Wred ech 



PChron 

Ferad 

Ferad ach 



31, 5 

me 

me och 
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The name occurs in different medieval sources in different cases, except the 
nominative; the nominative is probably contained in the Latin version from Ptolemy: 


toponym 

suffix 

case 

Vertur 

i 

Nominative archaic 

Fortr 

iu 

Nominative late 

Fortr 

inn 

Dative-genitive 

Fortr 

enn 

Genitive 

Fortr 

eve 

Ablative 


The ablative was probably derived from the nominative case "-iu/-io/-i" by 
addition of ”-e". A similar thing occurred in Etruscan (Paliotino, 1975, Rix, 1985). The 
names for Pictish tribes delivered by Ptolemy were: Verturiones, Vacomagi, Taixali, 
and Venicones. The latter reappear in a Roman dedication at Ickley; "Ven-ic-o". The 
element "pett" occurs frequently in placenames in Scotland. Rhys reconstructed the 
element to have been derived from "pehhten", with the meaning "Piet's" or "the Piet's". 
Because of the structure of the texts, it can be deduced that some of them are dative and 
genitive markers, and "-n-" is the definite article. The possessive suffix "-ann" may be 
the feminine possessive suffix, but this is not certain. There is also the possibility that 
the suffixes have evolved from "-on" to ”-onn" to "-ann”, showing no distinction of 
gender. The consequence of such a conclusion would be that inscriptions with "-on" 
should be older than "-ann". 

4.3 The verb 

Very few verbs can be identified, possibly, ama, am, ah, ams are forms of the verb 
"to be". The verb "to be" shows good correspondence with Basque and Caucasian 
languages, "edd" is proposed to be the verb "died". In the sentence from Mabinogion, a 
verb is certainly present. "Gucm" is fairly certain to be the word for "good” or "brave" 
(Rhys, 1898). "Gung" is assumed to be the word for "man" due to its similarity with 
other words for "man” in Basque and Caucasian. The appendix "-och" is left to play the 
role of the verb, in the imperative form. In summary, too little has been preserved for 
any in-depth analysis of the Pictish verb. 

4.4 Pronouns 

Some of the pronouns have been tentatively identified; "ma" and "mi" for "I" and 
"me" have good parallells in Basque, Etruscan and Caucasian. Further we only 
speculate about the other pronouns, perhaps 2.person singular could have been gu and 
logical argument could be constructed in order to propose that 2. person plural may 
possibly have been wu. 
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5 Temporal stability of elements 

The dating of the inscriptions can be used to study chronosequences of words and 
suffixes, and thus to assess the stability of the different languages. By combining the 
available texts which span the period 450-910 AD with the Colcester tablet (236 AD) 
and the Ickley dedication (333 AD) and names in Tacitus (98 AD), the span can for a 
few items be expanded to the period 98-910 AD a span of 812 years. The available 
words and grammatical markers have been listed with dates in Tabs. 7 and 8. The dative 
form appears in three different configurations "-or/-u-or/-o-v-or" which also stay stable 
through the available period, even if "-u-or" is only attested after 750 AD. That they 
appear in parallel indicates that they had different significances. The suffixes "-on", "- 
en" and "-ann" are stable and cover the whole period, indicating that they have different 
significance and have not evolved from each other. 

"-en" is found from 236 AD to 850 AD, "-on” from 98 AD to 850 AD. "-ann" 
occurs at least from 600 AD, certainly from 700 AD to 910 AD; it is used in parallel 
with "-en" and "-on" and is thus not a variant of any of these. The hypothesized ergative 
suffix seems to be stable if it consists of a final "-c". Thus the vowel preceeding the "c” 
may vary depending on the stem of the word it is affixed to. If the name or word ends in 
a consonant, then "a" is inserted. 

Pictish does not appear to make a lot of distinction between "i" and "e". We have 
"iddarmonn" and "eddamon", "Ited" and "Etett", "ipe" and "ipi". t and d is also not very 
different in several situations, again the examples "iddarmonn" and "eddamon", the 
name "Ited", "Atadd" and "Etett". The names "Ited", "Atadd" and "Etett" suggests that 
the pronunciation of "-d", "-tt" and "-dd", at the end of a word, was the same. This also 
suggests that "ett" in "Ett-or", "eht" and "edd" may be the same word. It is known from 
the name "Nechton" that internal "-eh-" and "-hh-" both represent the sound "ch" as in 
German "-aeh". 

Originally they may have been "k". Initial "hh" in a morpheme, is the same as 
initial ”c", as is shown by analysis of the ethnonym "Caledonia". 
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Date 

Toponym 

Name 

Name "sister-son" "gravestone" 

Yr AD 



98 

Caled-on 



150 

Caled-on 



236 

Caled 



450 


Ited 

vue-n-on 

550 



vu-n 

600 




669 



ipi 

730 




750 

Hhald-i-on 

Atadd 

iddar-n-(o)nn 

750 



eddar-n-onn ip-u-or 

750 




750 




800 



ipe-u-or 

830 

Hhall-i-on 

Eletl 


840 



ipi 

850 



eddar-n-on ip-enn vo-n-s 

910 




1110 

Keld-en 



Table 

7: Example of stability of the vocabulary over centuries in Fictish. The toponym 


Caledonia can be studied over a period of 1000 years. It is evident that "c" evolved 
with time into "hh" with a softer k sound, and further on to "k". The "a" sound stayed 
stable. 
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Date 

fern. 

fern. 

masc. 

masc. 

ergative 

dative dative dative 

Yr Ad 

poss. 

gen. 

gen. 

poss. 


form lb form lc form la 

98 




-on 



236 



-en 


-og 


333 





-ic 


450 




-on 


-o-v-or 

550 



-en 



-or 

600 

-an 


-en 


-c 


630 




-onn 



650 



-on 


-och 


669 


-es 





700 

-an 

-es 





750 



-en 

-on 

-uc 

-u-or -o-v-or 

750 



-enn 

-onn 

-ec 


750 



-en 

-onn 


-or 

750 


-es 





800 



-en 


-acc 

-u-or 

830 

-ann 


-en 


-ac 

-u-or 

840 

-ann 


-en 



-u-or -f-or -or 

850 



-enn 

-on 


-o-v-or -or 

910 

-ann 

-es 






Table 8: The grammatical suffixes seem to he very stable over the time period available 
for study. The ergative case suffix shows variation, and some suffixes may possibly not 
belong to it. The very first mentioning of the Caledonians is by Tacitus 98 AD. 


6 Cormac's glossary and the Pictish Chronicle 

A few Pictish words have been recorded in Cormac's glossary with a translation. 
Rhys (1892, 1898) refers to the Stokes edition of the Donovan translation. Following 
the review of Rhys (1892, 1898), "nerhabe" means child, "ondc-mone" is "large- 
mountain", "mone" is obviously a loan from Indo-European. "Ondere" is "large", the 
corresponding word for large is "andi" in Basque, "ande" in Iberian and "ande/ende" in 
North Caucasian. "Cartait" or "Catait” is translated as a Pictish word in Cormac's 
glossary as "brooch". "Connacht" and "Eoganacht" is translated in Cormac's glossary as 
"the descendants of Conn" and "the descendants of Eogan". This means we have "Conn¬ 
acht" and "Eogan-acht" where "-acht" is the word describing the relationship. Rhys 
(1892, 1898) advocates this to be a loan from Pictish in Gaelic. "Derethrethar" means 
terrible and loud scream in Gaelic according to Rhys (1898) The word later developed 
into the name "Deridriu", and to Celtic "Deidre". In certain dialects it is still pronounced 
"Derideri". "Deitu" or earlier " A *duridurika" means "sharp sound" in Basque (Rhys, 
1892). Several words appear in the list of Pictish kings as attributes to the different 
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names. Some of them have a translation. From this we have "diuperr'' which is an 
attribute to a name on the list of Pictish kings, and with the meaning "rich". "Buthib", 
mentioned as a part of the name "Ythem-buthib" on the list of Pictish kings, is fairly 
certainly "slave" or "tenant". "Bont", "bant" and "pant” each appear as an attribute to a 
large number of names on the list of Pictish kings and mean "first" or "the one". It also 
appears in the place name "Bannatia" referred to in Ptolemy. Names for market places 
are in several languages, sometimes derived from the word for "one", alluding to "the 
one place". This supports the meaning "one" for an archaic "bairnat" or "bant". "Ir" has a 
meaning of "the second" or "the number two", it also appears as an attribute in the list of 
Pictish kings. "Brude" also appear a great number of times as a name attribute and can 
be implied to mean "leader", or "king". For this word there are good etymologies in 
Etruscan; "Puruth", later "Purthna" and "Porsenna". In Basque we find "burn" with the 
exact same meaning. The male name "Nehhton" or later "Nechton" may be separated 
into the determinative prefix "n-", the word father "ehht" and the masculine possessive 
suffix "-on”, leading to an interpretation of the name as family head, clan leader or 
chieftain; literally translated it becomes "the-father-his". This suggests that the name 
"Nechton/Nehhton” may originally have been a title. "Cruithen-clar" appears as an 
ethnonym meaning the "Pictish people". This is sometimes also given as "Cruithen- 
tuath"; "tuath" is a Celtic loanword with the meaning "people". Here Rhys (1892) draws 
the parallel and equates "clar" with "tuath" meaning "people". The word also appears as 
"clairenn", with the Pictish genitive ending ”-en" and the determinative article "-n" as 
suffix; "people-of-the". For comparison, the word "clan/clenar" is "son/sons" or 
"child/children" in Etruscan. 

7 Comparison with other languages 

Some words have been compared in Tab. 10 which may be used to illustrate some 
of the similarities that can be observed between some of these languages. Notice that 
similarity does not automatically imply identical meanings. Rhys (1892) and MacAlister 
(1940) identified a number of Piet loanwords in Goidelic; traces are left in Celtic 
inscriptions from Southern Britain and Ireland of an agglutinative substrate language. 
Tovar (1961), Kretschmer (1943), Rhys (1892), MacAlister (1940) and Pallotino (1975) 
were consulted, several of the Iberian etymologies arc very uncertain. 20 words out of 
the approximately 65 Pictish words known (excluding names) find a counterpart in 
Basque (31%), 16 words in Iberian (25%), 13 words in North Caucasian (20%) and 11 
words in Etruscan (17%). More than 20% shared glosses can be said to constitute a 
significant similarity. The structural analysis described here and in Sverdrup (1995) 
clearly show that the Pictish language is agglutinative. The Pictish language possibly 
also utilizes genitive and dative redetermined genitives (nr. 26, possibly nr. 27 and nr. 
9), a characteristic of Non-Indo-European languages. The data point to a similarity 
between Piet, Basque and Iberian as well as with this group and the North Caucasian 
family of languages: 
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agglutination 
ergativity 
noun class system 
similar numeral words 

Still, the Pictish language is very different from Basque and Iberian, possibly 
showing that they have been separate languages and cultures for many millennia. The 
Pictish language is strongly affected by Celtic and Norse due to its location, and the 
occurrence of a Celtic aristocracy in Pictland. This is particularly evident in names and 
in the loanwords encountered (Rhys, 1892; Jackson, 1955). This was reciprocal, since 
Celtic in Ireland and Southern Britain has acquired agglutinative structures from an 
earlier language (Rhys, 1892, 1898). 


Word 

Piet 

Basque 

Iberian 

Caucasian 

F.truscan 

I, me 

mi, ma 

ni 

mi 

mi, nij 

mi 

verb to be 

ama 

a 

ami 

ima 

am 

man 

gung 

gizon 

gis 

- 

- 

father 

ehht 

aita 

adin 

atvvc 

apa 

mother 

ahht 

ama 

? 

adaj 

all 

monument 

vu 

- 

- 

fiue 

favi 

forest 

caled/keld 

keld 

keld 

- 

- 

wolf 

oss 

otso 

- 

- 

- 

black 

blies 

beltz 

beles 

- 


large 

onde 

ande 

andc 

khwande 

undi 

Good 

bli 

bilos 

bibs 

- 

- 

scream, cry 

derdnu 

deitu 

deistea 

- 

- 

head,leader 

brude 

burn 

bor 

- 

purthne 

stone 

cair 

*karri 

karr 

XHerxV’ 

ceri 

man 

vorr 

arr 

- 

WWT 

- 

knife 

u-cota 

- 

- 

colk 

- 

rich 

perr 

a-ber-at/. 

ber-cV 

- 

peras 

border, arm 

toles 

itur 

tolir 

tur 

tular 

death 

irt 

ilte 

ildu 

itl— 

- 

child, son 

clar 

kila 

? 

kalla 

clan 

1 

bant 

bant 

ba 

- 

- 

2 

ir bir 


bi 

- 

- 


Table 9: A comparison of Etruscan, Hict, Basque, Caucasian and Iberian words, but 
notice that similarity does not automatically imply identical meanings. 
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Item 

Piet 

Basque 

Caucasian 

Etruscan 

Absolutive/Nominative 

-a 

-a 

-a 

-a 

A bso 1 uti ve/Nom i native 

-i/-iu 

- 

- 

- 

Ergative 

-ac/-ec/och 

-ik/-ek/-ak 

-ac/-ka/-ke 


Genitive la 

-en 

-en 

-en 

-n/-in 

Genitive lb 

-onn 


-un 


Genitive 1c 

-ann 



-an/-na 

Genitive 2 

-es/-is 


-s 

-s/-si/-es 

Genitive 3 

-al 


-la 

-al/-la 

Dative la 

-or 


-ari/'-ori 


Dative lb 

-u-or 




Dative 1c 

-o-v-or 




Dative 2 

-s 




Dative 3 

-inn 


-e 

-i/-e 

Locative 

-et/-at/-t 

-t/-ar 


-i/thi/te 


Table 10 : A comparison of Etruscan, I 1 id and Basque elements of grammar. Pidish 
and Basque Iberian and Etruscan are all agglutinative languages. Basque, Iberian and 
Etruscan have no gender, but recognize physical gender on names. Pidish appears to 
use grammatical genders. Tovar (1961), Kretschmer (19-13), Rhys (1892), MucAlisler 
(1940), Pallolino (1978) were consulted. The exact significance of the grammatical 
suffixes is not always known with certainty. 

The Pictish language, together with Piet tradition of matrilinear succession, gives 
an impression of a Non-Indo-European language. A similar tradition of matrilinear 
heritage is preserved in Basque territory and parts of Northern Spain. The comparison, 
combined with a structural analysis of the inscriptions, allows us to suggest how the 
inscriptions should be translated, and gives indications of the grammatical structure. 
Calculations with the LANGUAGE model suggests that the language arrived with the 
first modem human settlers to the British Isles some time before 10,000 BC. 

8 Conclusions 

It can be proven that the Pictish language is not an Indo-European language. It is 
evident that the language is agglutinative, and the language may have used ergativity. 
Comparison with glosses and grammar point to a significant similarity between Piet, 
Basque and Iberian, as well as a certain similarity with Etruscan and the North 
Caucasian family of languages, both in structure and vocabulary. The available texts 
show little that can be recognized as Celtic components above obvious loanwords and a 
distinct Celtic element in most of the male names. Very little material is known, and 
more material would be very important for progress in research on Pictish. 
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EXPLORING PROPERTIES OF THE RATI AN (RHAETIC) LANGUAGE 
Ilarald Sverdrup 


1 Introduction 

Ratian (also Rhaetic), the pre-historic language of Alto Adige, Trentino and 
Graubunden in eastern Switzerland and northeastern Italy, is preserved in approximately 
200 short inscriptions and fragments of inscriptions (Whatmough 1931; Pisani 1934; 
Kretschmer 1943; Vetter 1943, Schumacher 1992). The inscriptions are found in an area 
from Verona-Padova-Feltre in the south and east, to Steinberg near Stans, north of the 
Inn River in the north, and at least to Sondrio in Veltlin in the west. Recently, a ring 
with a Ratian inscription was found near Chiemsee in Bavaria, well north of the Alps. 
The Ratians appear to have lived in the Ftsch, Eisack, the upper Sugana, the upper 
Cembra, the upper Inn and the upper Rhine Valleys (Risch 1984). This is the area where 
writers in antiquity have placed the Ratians. Most of the inscriptions, which will be 
given below, are short, just a name or a name plus single words. 12 of the inscriptions 
have three words or more, the longest is 8 words long. The Ratian language has been 
classified differently by different authors (Ribezzo, 1934; Pisani 1935; Kretschmer 
1943; Whatmough 1933. 1934, Vetter 1943a, b). Several thought it to be related to 
Etruscan (Ribezzo, 1934; Pisani 1935; Kretschmer 1932, 1943, Ilubschmied 1960; 
Cristofani, 1979), while others saw an Indogermanic language (Whatmough, 1931, 
1934; Vetter 1943; Thumeysen 1932). Ilubschmied (1960) conducted studies on place- 
names in the area and detected a substratum with affinities to Basque and North 
Caucasian, both being non-Indo-European. The text material has grown substantially in 
the last 40 years, but many articles were published in museum catalogues and local 
journals, hardly available for researchers outside Tyrol. The status of the research on the 
Ratian language and an updated corpus of texts was published by Stefan Schumacher 
(1992) in a book from the Innsbruck University. New texts have continued come to light 
every year, and many are longer and of considerable importance for the understanding 
and classification of Ratian. The rate of new discoveries holds hope for substantial 
increase in the text material over time. Several classical authors have something to tell 
about the Ratians. The Roman historian Livius (V, 33) states clearly that the Ratians 
were a wild and uncivilized people, but that their language was recognizably related to 
Etruscan, he wrote: 

"Alpis quoque ea genlibus hand dubie sail Tusca origo est, maxime Rcetis, 

quos loca ipsa efferarunl, ne quid ex antique) prueier sonum linguae, nec 

eum incorruptum, retinerent". 

This can be translated as "The Alpine peoples are without doubt of Etruscan origin, the 
Ratians most so, they have been barbarized by their wild surroundings, so that the only 
thing they have retained from their past is the sound of their language, and this not 
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uncorruptedly". The meaning of this is that despite the assertion that the Ratians are 
uncivilized and savage, their speech is corrupted, it is not exactly Etruscan, but it is still 
similar to Etruscan in its appearance, its sound system and its grammar. A short account 
of the Ratians can be found in Pliny (III): 

"Ratios Tuscorum prolem arbitranhm a Gallis pulsos duce Ra-to". 

This translates to "The Ratians are considered to be derived from the Etruscans, which 
under their leader Raetus was driven out by the Gauls". In the works of Justinian (XX, 5) 
a passage is also found: 

"(Galli) cum llaliam venissent sedibus Tuscos expulerunt et Mediolanum, 
Comum, Brixiam, Bergomum, Tridentum, Vicenliam condiderunt. Tusci 
quoque duce Rielo, avitis amissis Alpes occupavere et ex nomine gentem 
RaHorum condiderunt." 

This translates to "The Gauls expelled the Etruscans and took Milano, Como, Brixen, 
Bergamo, Trient and Vicenza. The Etruscans sought refuge in the Alps under their 
leader Rato and founded the tribe of the Ratians". 

Titus I.ivius (59 BC-17 AD) was bom in Padova, the same town where Ratian 
was spoken in the city market by people coming in from the neighboring countryside 
when he was young, the same city where several Ratian texts have been dated down to 
the first century AD (Schumacher 1992). We should have considerable trust in what 
I.ivius has to tell, as he would be writing to people that would certainly have heard 
Ratian spoken. The first part of his books, those dealing with the Ratian were written in 
Rome approximately 29-27 BC, shortly after his departure from Padova. He later 
returned to Padova and died there. The essence of his message is that if you knew 
Etruscan and heard Ratian, it would be possible to understand that it somehow was 
related to Etruscan. There is one other language which is previously known to be 
genetically related to Etruscan, that of the Lemnian stelae at Kamnia in the Aegean Sea 
(Rix 1968, 1985). 

2 Objectives 

The objectives of this study are to show examples of the Ratian language, and to 
compare language data to Etruscan data for investigating the degree of similarities 
between the two. Further to explore the syntax, grammar and vocabulary and to test how 
much of the inscriptions that can actually be translated. Finally, we will explore only 
briefly if there are similarities further afield. 
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3 Methods 

The Ratian material was studied by combining structural analysis of the sentences 
for identification of grammatical elements, structures and syntax, and by the 
etymological method using Etruscan. Artifact type and archaeological context was used 
to estimate the purpose of the inscriptions. Typological classification of language 
properties was used as a basis for suggesting possible external relationships. 

4 Data 

Research in Ratian took a great leap forward with the publication of the corpus of 
Schumacher (1992). Then a consistent and complete corpus of good quality became 
available for study. An overview of the whole material was possible for the first time. 
Results gained in the study of Pictish (Sverdrup 1995) and an earlier study of Ratian 
(Sverdrup 1997) is of some relevance. Rix (1998) made very important contributions 
toward understanding the nature of Ratian, improving on the work of Sverdrup (1997) 
significantly. Data source was the corpus of Schumacher (1992). The letter-number 
combination given in Tab. 4 is the entry number in the corpus of Schumacher (1992). At 
present approximately 200 texts in the Ratian language or fragments of texts are 
available all in all, they have been listed by Schumacher (1992) together with a full 
bibliography up to 1992. Only texts found archaeologically are available, mostly on 
ceramic and metal artifacts, some on rock surfaces; nothing is known from manuscripts 
except names and toponyms. The earliest inscriptions date from approximately 600 BC 
and extend to maybe 100-200 AD. 


kalivapes kaiipis zal puper sue SZ-4 

paniun lasanuale upiku perunie sxais pala BZ-3 

pevas niyesi upiku tiutis akvil ipip erisnati BZ-4 

ansumna vitahur iskes axvil iske SR-1 

veljjanu lupnu pitave kusenkus trinaxe / 4>elna vinutalinat / laviseseli CE-1 

niku / <(>elunesi ; tjjelvinuale NO-3 

etsuale utiku kaian nakinataris akvil PA-1 

<|>aniniu<|>ikurermeshira(j>asuvakhikvelisanes VR-3 

(jirima remix vispexanu / x ar >Z a rem i SZ-2 

laspa pirima tinake / sikanu / epetav SZ-1 

laspatianuesiunne / lipiekalasunu / enpetak** SZ-15 

laspasi eluku pitamnu** WE-3 

ritamne helanu MA-1 

ritan melkaniu rilti MA-2 

rite iluke MA-4 

ritie me zinu / triahis MA-6 

reite muiu zinake MA-8 

ritale lemais zinake MA-9 

reite ikuni itu MA-5 
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rilie kerrinake 

MA-10 

(e)stuva tinaxe 

MA-11 

es.stua tel.rakinua 

MA-13 

((j))rima ritamna / **kis 

SR-5 

arusnas *eilna 

SR-3 

rusie 

BZ-14 

aruseta.r nai eris.na 

SR-6 

*salus rusna 

TV-1 

zerisna 

WA-1, NO-13 

erisna 

SL-1 

tulie 3 s**i erisna 

SR-4 

-***tsi erisna 

SR-9 

vispeka maiu ap-nu 

SZ-3 

karapasna pelpuriesi elukus lepile 

SZ-14 

ka***isti: luke : pumis : 1*** / tia***auzile : e-luku 

S7.-30 

kastricsi ctaini nlape 

ST-1 

ntaliesi kastri mi apet 

ST-2 

esimnesi kastri nlaupe 

ST-3 

lu(t)i pexatiu nlape 

ST-4 

uesi ilpa nlape keriakve 

ST-5 

isa-e ki 

ST-8 

ki.aiser.tinia.ti-- / — silnanz- 

FE-1 

ixu / xam<t)elsuricskaTahc4>rumiahil / xalunturus / uxl 

PU-1 

vaza-nu / reilusnu 

SZ-5 

laturusi pianus apanin 

SZ-16 

—t.nasle.tua 

SZ-24 

ziluli 

SZ-32 

tipruxnu lavisez 

Rix (1998) 


Table 1: Examples of texts in the Ration language. The number code is reference 
number in the corpus of Schumacher (1992). 
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Word 

Type 

Corpus 

ilu-ke 

verb 

MA-4 

luxe 

noun 

SZ-30 

e-luku 

noun 

SZ-30 

e-luku 

noun 

WE-3 

e-luku-s 

noun 

SZ-14 


Table 2: It would have been convenient to have equated the Rattan words iiuke, eluku to 
the Etruscan verb ilu "offer, pray", ilu-ke "offered, prayed", ilu-ku "have offered, have 
prayed". The occurrence of the word luke in SZ 30 between word divisor signs, 
alongside e-luku, questions the whole interpretation. The word does have the letter i on 
the other side of the word divisor (apparently as a part of a suffix ti), so there is a 
chance that Rix (1998) maybe right offer all. Maybe we should see it as a word based 
on a stem luke, a noun and not a verb clu- In Etruscan, there is an etymology *lauku 
with the meaning "man, chieftain ", which would support the interpretation thut e-luku 
is "man,chieftain”. 


Word 

Corpus 

Word 

Corpus 

Word 

Corpus 

lavis-es-eli 

CE-1 

laspa 

SZ-1 

remi 

SZ-2 

lavis-es 

Rix 1998 

laspa-ti 

SZ-15 

remi-x 

SZ-2 

lavis-ie 

VN-1 

laspa-si 

WE-3 

remi-na 

SZ-31 

lavis-e-alu 

VN-1 



remi-es 

VR-3 

lavis-no 

CIL 5023 



remi 

CIL 5053 


Table 3: A name Lavis occurs with different suffixes, it is secured as a name by the 
Latin name. The word laspa is likely a name, but a noun may be equally probable as it 
does not appear more than once with any of the suffixes usually associated with names. 
Occurrence of the name Remi is secured as a name by the occurrence in a Latin name 
from the area. 
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rita 

Corpus 

riti 

Corpus 

reite 

Corpus 

pita-ve 

CE-1 

riti 

BZ-15 

reite 

MA-8 

pita-m-nu 

WE-3 

rite 

MA-4 

reite 

MA-5 

pita-m-nc 

rita-m-ne 

BZ-9 

MA-1 

riti-c 

riti-e 

MA-6 

MA-10 

reit-us-nu 

SZ-5 


rita-n MA-2 

rita-l-e MA-9 

rita-m-na SR-5 

rita-l-ie ST-2 

Table 4: The different occurrences of what has been seen as a name Rita can he 
stratified into three consistently written words names: rita, riti and reite. Sometimes, the 
distinction between r and p is not significant in several inscriptions, and the 
occurrences of the name stem pita may reflect rita or vice versa, reite can be compared 
to the Venetian Goddess Reitia. 

Some words are available in loanwords in modem Rhato-Romance and Swiss 
German in the area (Hubschmied 1961). The Ratian texts comprise approximately 150- 
140 different words and 50-60 names. Only 58 inscriptions contain two or more words, 
only 10 comprise 5-8 words. The inscriptions appear on different types of objects from 
gravestones, bronze kettles, chests and ladles for keeping things, ceramic jars for every 
day use and different types of tools. Several inscriptions occur on items dedicated at 
local sanctuaries. The inscriptions can therefore be assumed to be very diverse and deal 
with different topics. The inscriptions are mostly in the Sanzeno and Magre alphabets. 
These are based on partly the Venetian alphabet, all derive ultimately from the northern 
Etruscan alphabet. One particular problem with Ratian is that many inscriptions are 
characterized by scripta continua. The purposes of the inscriptions are quite useful in 
helping to understand the inscription. The sentences may be divided up into words by 
studying words that reoccur in other sentences. The elements -si and -ale we recognize 
as suffixes, indicating the end of a word. Recognizing that -ie is an end group also helps 
separate the words. The occurrence of a colon in some sentences helps specify some 
words and names, confirming end-groups and final suffixes, upiku is a word that occurs 
in three different inscriptions, the same is the case with akvtl, eluku, remi and erisrn. 
The Magre inscriptions have similarity to each other and even if a formula is not 
repeated, they are all votive inscriptions. Identified suffixes among them are; -ti, -ie, - 
ale, -ke, -a. From one of the Steinberger inscription (ST-2) it is evident that MA-6 and 
MA-10 must be divided after Ritie-. From this it is follows that that name appear with 
different grammatical suffixes -an, -e, -ie, -ale, -mna, -mne. The suffix -ti may be a 
locative suffix, as in Etruscan. Some prefixes like a- and e- occur on nouns, maybe z- 
also belong to this phenomenon (Sverdrup 1997). In Etruscan, similar prefixes serve as 
noun class markers to distinguish animate from inanimate and personal from collective. 
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The conclusion must be that we cannot exclude that Ratian had a noun class system 
similar to that of Etruscan, in opposition to the gender system of Indo-European. Tab. 7 
shows some of the different word separation possibilities and how different solutions 
have been proposed. 

One important question would be: should it be sakvil or akvil in BZ-4, PA-1 and 
SR-1 ? Wc now tend to think it should be akvil, but we cannot be completely certain. 
Further, should it be zerisna or erisnal zerisna is consistent with Etruscan zeris with the 
meaning "for all", but the data shown in Tab. 5 betray that the stem is not zeri but rather 
eris. This word also has a counterpart in Etruscan era. The questions are not always 
easy to answer, and we may have to accept that several interpretations appear equally 
probable. The scripta continua is often straightforward to break into words, but some 
sentences pose problems. The list below shows some of these sentences and differences 
in interpretations. Several good arguments can be forwarded to support both the 
interpretations of myself and those of Dr. Rix (1998). Kalivap-es Kalipisz-al conforms 
very well with the Ratian and Etruscan name formula of -esl-ale, but alternatively 
dividing it as kalivap-es kalipis and the numeral zal "2" is consistent with seeing the 
word paper as a plural of a noun pap. In this study we adopt the reading of Rix (1998) 
for SR-1 and SZ-4, the reading of Sverdrup (1997) for SR-6 and develop a new reading 
for VR-3, BZ-4 and PA-1. 


Word 

Corpus 

z-eris-na 

WA-1 

z-eris-na 

NO-13 

eris-na 

SL-1 

(i)-eris-na 

SR-6 

s**i-eris-na 

SR-4 

tsi-eris-na 

SR-9 

ens-na-ti 

BZ-4 


fable 5: A compilation of the word erisna shows that the stem is eris, a word also found 
in Etruscan with unknown meaning, and that i- and tsi- are prefixes, that -na and -li 
are suffixes. These suffixes suggest that eris is a noun or a name that wilt take noun 
class i- and z-. 
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Word 

Type 

Corpus 

a-rus-na-ti 

Ethnonym 

Historical alias 

a-rus-e-tar 

noun 

SR-6 

a-rus-na-s 

Family name 

SR-3 

rus-ie 

name 

BZ-14 

rus-na 

Family name 

TV-1 


Table 6: A compilation of the word arusna shows that the stem is rus, a word also found 
in Etruscan with the meaning "human", "man". It was the ethnonym of the Ration tribe 
of the Arusnates. It was also used in the placename behind the present placename Rasen 
m Tyrol, once Rasina, the same as the word rasenna used by the Etruscans. In Etruscan 
it was used to express the "people", by them understood explicitly as "the Etruscan 
people", as all other nations were not people (high status) but barbarians (low status). 


Text 

Source 

Corpus 

peva-s nix-es-i upiku tiu-ti sakvil i-pip eris-na-ti 
peva snix-es-i upiku tiutis akvil ipi peris-na-ti 
peva-s nix-es-i upiku tiu-tis akvil i-pip eris-na-ti 

Sverdrup 1997 

Rix 1998 

This study 

BZ-4 

etsu-a(l) leuti ku kaian nakina-tar i-sakvil 
etsu-ale utiku kaian nakin atari sakvil 
etsu-ale utiku kaian nakina-tar-is akvil 

Sverdrup 1997 

Rix 1998 

This study 

PA-1 

ansu-mn-a vita-hur iske saxvil iske 
ansu-m-na vita-hur iske-s axvil iske 

Sverdrup 1997 

Rix 1998 

SR-1 

(Jianin iu(J>iku remi-es hira<j>asuva khik velisan-es Marinetti 1987 
(|>anin-i ucjiiku remi e-shira-r|)asu vakhi-kve lisan-es Sverdrup 1997 
4>anin-i utjtiku remi-es-hi ra())asuv-ak-hi kvelisan-es Rix 1998 

4>anin-i urjhku remi-es hira-<|)asu vakhi-kve lisan-es This study 

VR-3 

Karapa-s-na : Pelipur-i-es-i e-luku-s lepile 
Pelipurie-si e-luku slepi-le 

Sverdrup 1997 

Rix 1998 

SZ-4 

a-ruse-tar nai eris-na 
arusetama zeris-na 
a-ruse-tar-na i-eris-na 

Sverdrup 1997 

Rix 1998 
Discussed here 

SR-6 
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Kaiivap-es Kalipist-al puper sue 
Kalivap-es Kalip-ts zal pup-er sue 


Sverdrup 1997 SZ-4 
Rix 1998 


las-pa-ti anu-e-st unne/lipi ekaiasu-nu/en-peta-k** Sverdrup 1997 SZ-15 

laspatia-nu esiunne / lipie kalasu-nu / enpetak** Rix 1998 


Table 7: Should it be sakvil or akvil, zerisna or erisna ? The questions are not always 
easy to answer, and we may have to accept that several interpretations appear as 
equally probable. Several good arguments can be forwarded to support both the 
interpretations of myself and those of Dr. Rix (1998). Kalivap-es Kalipisz-al conforms 
very well with the Ratian and Etruscan name formula of -es/-ale, but alternatively 
dividing it as kalivap-es kalipis and the numeral zal "2" is consistent with seeing the 
word puper as a plural of a noun pup. zerisna is consistent with Etruscan zeris with the 
meaning "for all", but the data shown in Tab. 3 betray that the stem is not zeri but 
rather eris. This word also has a counterpart in Etruscan eris. In this study we adopt the 
reading of Rix (1998) for SR-1 and SZ-4, the reading of Sverdrup (1997) for SR-6 and 
develop a new reading for VR-3, 13Z-4 and PA-1. 


4.1 Noun flexion 

Some of the grammatical elements in Ratian can be seen in the inscriptions. The 
suffixes accumulate on the words, indicating agglutinating tendencies, some words have 
a whole row of what appears to be suffixes. First it will be useful to study the 5 basic 
elements of the Etruscan case system for nouns and names (Bonfante 1990; Rix 1968, 
1985, 1998), which we can easily also find in Ratian. In fact, we can find all the basic 
cases of Etruscan there, and the observed suffixes are in principle identical: 


Etruscan 

Function 

Ratian 

- 

nominative 

_ 

-n, -m 

accusative 

-m- 

-e, -l 

dative 

-e, -i 

-s, -es, -as 

genitive 1 

-s, -es, -as 

-1, -al 

genitive 2 

-1, -al 

-na 

possessive 1 

-na 

-nu 

possessive 2 

-nu 

-ti, -thi, -i 

locative 

-ti, -i 


Ratian example 

Meaning 

laste 

- 

ansu-m-na 

for 

katiav-e 

by 

peruni-es 

of, ownership 

Pelvinu-al-e 

of and to, 
ownership 

Rus-na 

possession; 

feminine 

Rita-m-nu 

possession; 

masculine 

ril-ti, pal-i 

at, from 
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It is hard to believe that this kind of similarity should be pure chance. The type 2 
genitive was probably derived from an original *-la going back on an even older *-ra as 
we think occur in -t-ar. The suffix is a composite of the locative -t- and the genitive 2 - 
ar. This suffix finds a parallel in Basque and Iberian (Sverdrup 1997). We have 
observed six agglutinated cases in Etruscan (Rix 1985). The composite cases add 
basically different attributes to the dative, such as enabling, locating, part in, part of, 
partitive possession, possessive possession etc, even if the exact significance is 
sometimes somewhat unclear (Rix 1985). The suffixes of the basic noun cases observed 
in Ratian, are basically of a type identical to those of Etruscan. From the basic cases, a 
number of secondary cases can be constructed by suffix agglutination, these are directly 
comparable to Etruscan and Lemnian. We can only conclude that the languages appear 
to be very similar. In Lemnian, which is related to Etruscan, the same case suffixes as in 
Etruscan and Ratian are found, in addition several agglutinated suffix series -si-al-e can 
be found, Foki-us-i-al-e , vanal-s-i-al , tiolai-es and Holai-es-i. Fokiasiale can be 
translated as "that which belongs to the possessions of Foke". We have found the 
following examples from Ratian to compare with Etruscan: 


Ratian 

Case agglutination 

Ratian example 

-si, -esi 

genitive 1 - locative 

kevi-s-i, pevas nik-cs-i 

-sialc 

genitive 1 - locative - genitive 2 - dative 

—iperku-s-i-al-e 

-sie 

genitive 1 -locative - dative 

lavi-s-i-e 

-ale/'-eli 

genitive 2 - dative 

rit-al-e, lavis-es-eli 

-alie 

genitive 2 - locative - dative 

rit-al-i-e 

-mnesi 

accusative - possessive 1 - genitive 1 - locative esi-m-ne-s-i 

-mna 

accusative - possessive 1 

Rita-m-na 

-tar 

locative - genitive 2 

Nakina-tar, arus-e-t-ar 

Etruscan 

Case agglutination 


-si 

genitive 1 - locative 


-sial 

genitive 1 - locative - genitive 2 


-siale 

genitive 1 - locative - genitive 2 - dative 


-sie 

genitive 1 - locative - dative 


-ale 

genitive 2 - dative 


-alie 

genitive 2 - locative - dative 



The suffixes for genitive: -s, -I, -la and the phenomenon of agglutinative cases 
such as double genitives and genitive-locatives can be found in several North Caucasian 
languages (Trombetti 1927): -s-la and -li-s, corresponding to the Etruscan, Lemnian and 
Ratian forms -si-al-e. The articles related to singular/plural are believed to be: -a the 
determined article and -er, -r as the plural of the noun, in Etruscan these are only used 
for the human and animate noun class. The Ratian parallel to Etruscan and Lemnian 
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language become evident, if we compare the formula used for naming father and child. 
Below is a list of the discovered possible Ratian name formula examples: 


Ratian 

Pelur-i-es-i 

Pelvin-u-al-e 

Pelur, son of Pelvin 


Lavis-i-e 

Lavis-e-al-u 

Lavis, son of Lavis 


Rit-al-e 

Lema-is 

Lema, daughter of Rita 


Kapivape-s 

Kalipi-s 

Kapivape, son of Kalipi 


Karapa-s-na 

Pelipur-i-es-i 

Karapa, daughter of Pelipur 


Lasanu-al-e 

Pcrun-i-es 

Perun, son of Lasanu 


Knuse 

Susi(n)-nu 

Knuse (son) of Susin (family) 


Laste 

<t>utixi-nu 

Laste of the Putiki (family) 


Kunin-as-i 

tauxrili-na 

Kunin, daughter of Tauxri 

Lemnian 

Holai-esi 

Foki-as-i-al-e 

Holai, son of Fokia 

F.truscan 

Larth-i-al-e 

Hulkn-i-es-i 

Hulkna, son of Larth 


Larth-us-al-e 

Kulen-i-es-i 

Kulena, son ofLarth 


Kaikna-s 

Amth-r-us-la 

Kaikna, son of Amth 


Ratian will use the -esi -ale composition to identity father-son relationships, and - 
es -na to identity family relationships, son -nu, daughter -na or "in the family of' -nu, - 
ne. The genitive -esi is a genitive that has a locative modification: -es-i. The son appears 
normally in genitive 2 dative using -al-e, and the father appear in simple genitive 1 
using -as, -es, or genitive 1-locative using -es-i. The composite case -si is made up of the 
genitive 1 -s- and the locative -i. Thus the Etruscan name-formula has been discovered 
in the Ratian inscriptions. Examples may be taken from the tomb of the Oreo at 
Tarquina (TLE 84): l.arih-i-al-e Hulkn-i-es-i, "Hulkna, (son) ofLarth" or the dedication 
on the 7 lh century Artimino buccero (Rix 1985) mi zinaku Lart-us-al-e Kulen-i-es-i. 
Genitive! relates the buccero to Kulena, genitive2 relates Larth to the son Kulena, and 
Kulen is in the double genitive and locative, Lart is in the localive-genitive-dative. The 
formula has the form XX-i-al-e YY-i-es-i with the meaning "YY, child of XX". This also 
leaves us with a secure tool for identifying personal names in Ratian inscriptions. 
Further words may with the help of the suffixes be identified as nouns or names: 


Example 

Composition 

stem 

Etruscan 

Meaning 

kastri-s-ti 

noun-genitive-locative 

kastri 

_ 

noun 

laspa-s-i 

noun-gem tive-locative 

I ,aspa 

- 

name 

laspa-li 

noun-locative 

Laspa 

- 

name 

kunin-as-i 

name-genitivel-locative 

Kunina 

- 

name 

natu-si 

noun-genitive 1 -locative 

natu 

- 

noun 

la-tur-us-i 

class-noun-genitive 1 -locative 

turn 

turn 

give, pour 

e-luku-s 

class-noun-genitive 1 

luku 

lucum 

king 

kev-is-i 

name-genitive 1 -locative 

kevi 

cepi 

sermon, public priest 

vakhi-kve 

noun-collective plural 

vaxi 

vax-(e)r 

promise 
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Of the pronoun, we do not know very much for Ratian. First person singular 
appears to be me, mi and an accusative mu-iu. One inscription may show the first person 
singular pronoun nai, consistent with the old etymology in Basque, Iberian and North 
Caucasian. The m/n paradigm for the first person stands in contrast to Indo-European 
ra/k and in similarity to the other Paleoeuropean languages (Basque, Iberian, Caucasian) 
which all have m/n. 


Prefix 

Plural 

Noun class 

Ratian example 

Translation 

e- 

a- 

1 

Animate 

e-luku 

puper 

a-rus-na-s 

a-rus-e-tar 

a-is-er 

a-naun-er 

king, magistrate, man 
knee, leg 
of the men's 
from-of the men (tribe) 
gods 

ethnonym 

1 

-kve 

Inanimate 

i-Xu 

i-kuni 

i-eris-na 

a-kve 

? 

? 

? 

gifts, dedications 

0-/U- 


? 

o-balza-na 

of the lake 

tsi- 

7- 

la- 

-kve 

Collective 

? 

tsi-eris-na 

. 

z-ens-na 

la-turu-si 

vakhi-kve 

? 

gift, dedication ? 
promises 


Table 8: Noun class wus the Ratian alternative to grammatical gender. It was probably 
fossilized by the time of the inscriptions and in the process of being replaced by a 
gender system adapted from neighboring Indo-European languages. The table may 
suggest the significance of the noun classes. 
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Prefix 

Plural suffix 

Noun class 

e- 

-er 

Human, animate 

a- 

-er 

Non-human, Animate 

i- 

-cvc 

Inanimate 

u- 

-eve 

Collective 


Table 9: Significance af the noun class prefixes in Etruscan. Noun classes is an exotic 
property among the languages of the old world. Parallels are only found in Basque 
fossilized), Aquitanian fossilized), Iberian (passive use), Rdtian (?), North Caucasian 
(active use), Burushaski (active use) and Yenesseian (active use). Noun classes may 
once have been operable in Sino-Tibetan languages. 


4.2 Verbal flexion 

The stem tina and the derivative tina-ke, proposed to have the meaning "give, 
dedicate", with some type of declination -ke, can be studied on 9 occasions: 


Word 

Meaning 

Corpus 

Word 

Meaning 

Corpus 

tjina 

give 

SZ-1 

tjina-ke 

have given, active 

SZ-1 

tana 

give 

VO-I 

tiina-ke 

have given, active 

MA-9 

tiine 

giving 

SZ-33 

tiina-xe 

have given, passive 

MA-11 




tiina-x 

have given, passive 

SZ-10 




tiina-xe 

have given, passive 

MA-8 


The letter written as an arrow pointing up is a little uncertain as to how it should 
be interpreted. In north Etruscan there is a letter as an arrow pointing down with the 
meaning k which would be suggested by inscription BZ-10, but it could also be a t or a 
z, the last possibility is suggested by SZ-1. 1'his implies that the different epigraphic 
variants of t are equivalent, the normal Etruscan "ti", the upward pointed arrow "ti", the 
three triangles "ti" and the theta "ti". In Rix (1998) arguments are presented to show 
that the letters I 2 to t 4 should probably be transcribed r instead of 1 . This would yield the 
verb zina, zinake in the table above, a verb that is also found in Etruscan. Some of the 
grammatical elements in Ratian are suspected to be connected to verbs: -ke'. lase-ke, 
tina-ke, trina-ke, kerrina-ke, surprike, maieke. In Etruscan -ye was used to distinguish 
the passive from the active -ke. Words with the suffix -ku may be verbs: upi-ku, sira-ku, 
m-ku. Some words have been identified as very likely verbs in Tab. 10. The word for 
"stone", karr, is available from both inscriptions and words derived from the substrate, 
therefore it must be considered as very certain. It acquires the determined article kerr-i-. 
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a suffix -na for possession of property and verbal suffix -ke. This transforms the word 
for stone to the verb "erect stone". The transformation also requires umlaut a -> e in the 
original etymon (Hubschmied 1960). The word kerrinake "set up" used in the 
inscription must have originally have meant "setting up a stone". In Etruscan the past 
tense suffix changed from archaic -ku to -ke (Rix 1998). 


RStian 

Suggested 

Etruscan 

Translated as 

trinake 

spoken 

trinake 

spoken, promised 

tina 

give 

zina 

give 

tina-ke 

given, active 

zina-ce 

offered, gave, active form 

tma-xe 

given, passive 

zina-xe 

offered, gave, passive form 

kerri-na-ke 

have built 

cerie-ke 

dedicated, erected, built 

lase 

lase-ke 

offer 

offered 

lase 

offer 

lupu 

die 

lupu 

die 

lup-nu 

belong to the dead 

lup-nu 

dead 

ilu-ke 

prayed 

ila, ila-ke 

pray, prayed 

uti-ku 

upi-ku 

have offered 
have given ? 

utin-ke 

offered 

sue 

declare 

zuc 

declare 


Table 10: Comparison of verbal flexion in Ration and Etruscan, and proposals for 
translation. 


4.3 Adjectives 

The adjectives are formed in a way almost identical to Etruscan. The suffixes -u 
and -iu to give quality, -na, -nu to property or possession of quality, -tar to give 
derivation from a geographical place, -nu, -es and -ale are originally case suffixes and 
were used as a patronymicon suffixes, -nu -na probably derives from an old possessive 
case suffix -an. It appears that -nu is used for male names and -na is used for female. 
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4.4 Investigating texts 

It is possible to translate several of the Ratian texts, if we assume a-priori that 
Etruscan is related to Ratian. By testing, it can be seen that this hypothesis is productive 
enough lo make us believe that it is a useful hypothesis. Tab 13 shows some suggestions 
for translations. It is important to identify the names in the texts, and this can partly be 
done by finding the -si -ale and -nu'-na suffixes in the name formula of the texts. Remi 
is a name that can be found in Latin names found in this area, Frima is a female name in 
the adjoining Venetian region. Lema, Kevi, Kaian, Lasa, Nike arc known names from 
the Etruscan name repertoire, Kaian is probably the same as the Latin name Caius. 
Remi is known from Roman names from this area. Rita appears in northern Italy as a 
name of a Goddess. The texts used for translation have been taken from the examples in 
Table 4. 

In the text peva-s nix-esi upika tint is akvil ip ip eris-iui-li, we recognize the 
genitive suffix -s and -esi right away as part of a name formula, tiulis we recognize as 
tiu with a locative suffix -ti and a genitive -s. akvil is the same as Etruscan evil, aevil, 
translated as gift, The last two words may be separated as ipip eris-na-ti or ipi perisna- 
ti. The first alternative yields the compound eris-na which we have observed in several 
other inscriptions, upika must be the verb, possibly a stem upi with a preterite suffix -ku. 
The translation of the sentence becomes: Peva (son) of Nike, offered to the moon a gift, 
....? 

The sentence etsu-ale uti-ku kaia-n nakinatar-is akvil also displays the 
characteristic suffix pair -ale is. The verb is probably the word utiku. This could be 
related to the Etruscan verb utince, "offered". The word Kaian is a name, the same as 
the name Caws in Latin. Kaia-n stands in accusative, Nakinalar stands in the genitive, 
the owner of the gift. Elsu is in the genitive 2 -locative and the offered gift is for him or 
on his behalf. The translation suggested is: "for Etsu was offered Kaia Nakinatar's gift". 
Elsu is not a deity, but the person, for whom Nakinatar's, gift was dedicated. 

In the sentence (prima remi-x vispexa-nuxarixa remi we find the female name 
Prima, which is a loan from Venetian Frima. The first part is a name formula, man and 
wife of the Vispeka family, signaled by the possessive suffix -nu. In the second part of 
the sentence, we guess that the word X ar, X a ls related to Etruscan x er ‘X a > which is 
associated with building or construction. We suggest that this describes the profession 
of Remi, he builds houses, he is a mason. The translation of the sentence becomes: 
"Prima and Remi of the Vispeka (family) / the mason Remi" 

The sentence laspa pirima tma-ke stka-nu e-peta-v contain two names in the 
nominative and without the normal suffixes associated with the name formula, except 
the possessive -nu used to give the significance "in the family of'. The verb tinake is the 
same as the verb zinake in other sentences. The sentence we translate as: "Laspa (and) 
Prima dedicated / of the Sikan ( family) / a peta". What a peta was, is unknown. 

In the next sentence the same male name Laspa occurs again, but with a locative 
suffix. We have laspa-ti anu-e-si unne , lipi ekalasu-nu e-n-peta-k**. Several of the 
words in the sentence cannot be translated (unne, lipi), and we can only conclude from 
the context that it is a votive inscription and that we probably can point out the names. 
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The translation thus is incomplete and uncertain: "to Laspa (son) of Anu ? / ? of the 
Ekalasu (family) / ?-"peta"-?. 

The sentence laspa-si e-ltiku pita-m-nu-(ale) contains the enigmatic word e-luke. 
Rix (1998) interpreted the word el like as the past tense of the verb elu, to "sacrifice" or 
"pray", comparable to the verb ilu, ila in Etruscan. The data collected in Tab. 2 seem to 
suggest that the stem is not elu, but rather luke, pointing out a different interpretation. 
Then a comparison with Etruscan lucum, "king, chieftain" would be more appropriate, 
the original meaning was probably "man". From the context of the text we dare 
reconstruct the missing part of the sentence as -ale, to complete the traditional name 
formula based on -si i -ale. Comparisons of all the occurrences of this word, make it 
possible that it is rather a noun than a verb. The translation of the text is: "on behalf of 
Laspa, (son) of the head for (the) Pita (family)" 

The sentence vel%a-nu lup-nupita-ve kusenku-s trina-%e / (pel-na vinu-l-al-i-na-l / 
lavis-es-eli was found on a large bronze bucket. The interpretation is more complicated 
because of the longer text and the multiple grammatical logic loops. ( <pel-na ), the 
inscription suggests it was for wine: vinu-t-ali-na-t has the word vim in locative -I- and 
genitive 2 -ali- and the possessive -na- and another locative -t. lupnu is a verb: lup “die” 
and an adjective suffix -nu derived from a possessive suffix, "to be dead". The name 
Pita appears with a plural suffix -ve, possibly the plural suffix for the inanimate or 
collective noun class, which is puzzling. The translation of the text is: "of the Velka 
(family), for all the dead (of the) Pita (family), was spoken of Kusenku / this casket of 
wine there / of and belonging to Lavis" 

The inscription on the "Spada di Verona", retrieved in a private collection in 1980 
is on what turned out to be a roasting spit in bronze. It has a long and complete 
inscription: (panin-i utpiku remi e-shira tpasu vakhi-kve lisan-es alternatively (panin-i 
utpiku remi-es hira-tpasu vakhi-kve lisan-es (Marinetti 1987; Schumacher 1992; 
Sverdrup 1997; Rix 1998). In the inscription, we can recognize the verb upiku, the name 
Remi, a word quite similar to Etruscan va%r "promise" with a collective plural suffix - 
kve. Thus we have the "promises of Lisan" at the end of the sentence. The word tpasu 
comparable to Etruscan fcis-u "fiery" and a final name Lisan in the genitive. The word 
panin-i is in the locative, "to" or "in", and it must then by default describe the artifact 
itself, the roasting spit. The implication of e-shira-(pasu or alternatively hira-c|>asu 
involve the word <(>asu comparable to Etruscan fa.su "fire" and a prolog hira. The 
suggested translation is: "For the fireplace was given to Remi a roasting-rod, honoring 
promises of Lisan". 

The inscription rile iluke from one of the votive inscriptions from Magre can 
easily be translated: "Rite prayed". Here we have chosen to interpret the word iluke as 
the verb ilu. The verb has a direct parallel in Etruscan ila-ke. The sentence on a votive 
hom from Magre reit-e mu-iu zina-ke is interesting for its passive structure and the 
occurrence of the verb zinace “set up, dedicated”, the verb zina with a past tense -ke. 
mu-iu must be the passive form of the first person pronoun "me". The translation is: 
"Reite dedicated me." The next sentence, also on a votive horn piece found at the 
sanctuary at Magre is similar: rit-i-e me zinu, translated as: "I dedicate for Riti". 
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Another sentence from a horn votive from Magre pnma rita-m-na is translated as: "for 
Prima of (the) Rita (family)" and rit-ale lemai-s zina-ke is translated "Lema (daughter) 
of Rita dedicated.” 

The sentence ansu-m-na vita-hur iskes uxvil iske has several interpretation 
possibilities, but we suggest after allowing for some creativity: ansu we think is the 
word for "God", ansu-m-na has the accusative suffix -m, "for” and the possession suffix 
-na in feminine form: "for the Goddess", iskes is the genitive form of iske, it is similar 
to Basque izker "left hand", and Etruscan esca, also with the meaning "hand". Vitahur 
could be a name, noun or adjective, akvil is gift donation, the same word occurring in 
Etruscan. 

On a temple implement the following text is found: Ka/ivape-s Kalip-is zal pup-er 
sue. We can see the name formula using the genitive suffixes —s and -is. The word zal 
relates to the noun puper , which we interpret as a plural of a noun pup. The noun pup is 
probably something like an animal used for sacrifice, -er is in Etruscan used for the 
animate and human noun class. In that case zal is the same as the Etruscan word for 
two. This similarity is very revealing of Ratian, it is identical to the Etruscan word. The 
suggested translation is:" Kalivape (son) of Kalipi, declares two (sacrificial animals)" 
The readings of the Steinberger inscriptions are far from certain. These are important as 
they represent the longest texts available. Text ST-1 to ST-3 were possibly written by 
one hand at one instance in time. The Steinberger texts were found in 1957 on the 
northern side of the Austrian Alps, at a location called Steinberg on the Schneidjoch. 
Procdocimi (1971) gives the history of the discovery' and interpretation attempts. The 
repetitive structure of the Steinberger texts is of considerable help, despite many 
ambiguities in the readings. In the three first lines, we see the suffixes and syntax 
characteristic of the Ratian name formula, followed by a word nlape. We adapt the 
readings and analyze the sentences as follows: 


kastri-es-i 

etun-i 

nlape 

namc-gen-loc 

name-loc 

verb ? 

object 

subject 

verb 

rit(a)-ali-es-i 

kastri 

nlape-t 

name-gen2-gen 1 -ioc 

name-(loc) 

verb?-? 

esimn-es-i 

kastri 

nlaupe 

name-gen 1-loc 

name-(loc) 

verb ? 

liti 

peya-ti-u 

nlape 

? 

name-loc-enclitic 

verb ? 

ves-i-el-vas 

avek-er 

a-kve 

9 

noun-animate-plural 

noun-inanimate-plural 

? 


dedications 
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The first line is in the -i case (we think this is a locative), and the first word has a 
single genitive -es. The third sentence has an identical structure. Thus this we propose to 
translate "Etain of Kastri", implying a family relationship, "Etain, (child) of Kastri". The 
significance of nlape is some type of attribute (adjective) or action (verb), as the family 
relationship has already been expressed by the grammar. In the second line of text, there 
is a double genitive known from Etruscan and other Ratian texts (-ali-es-) and the usual 
-i case. Rit-al-i-es-i shows the typical -si-ale suffixes familiar from Etruscan. 


Text 

Corpus 

Reference 

kastriesietunimlapet 
kastriesi etuni nlape 
kastriesietaininlape 
kastriesietuninlape 

ST-1 

Vetter 1957 

Procdocimi 1971 

Joppich and Holzknecht 1971 

Schumacher 1992 

ritaliesikastrimiapet 

ritalnesikastrimiapet 

ritaliesikastrinlapet 

ST-2 

Vetter 1957, Procdocimi 1971 

Joppich and Holzknecht 1971 

Schumacher 1992 

esimnesikastriniaupe 

esimncsikastriniapel 

esimnesikastriniaupe 

1992 

ST-3 

Vetter 1957 

Procdocimi 1971 

Joppich and Holzknecht 1971, Schumacher 

usi pexativ.miapc 
?ati pexatix.nlape 
litipexatiunlape 

ST-4 

Vetter 1957 

Procdocimi 1971, Schumacher 1992 

Joppich and Holzknecht 1971 

esi.elvas.aveker.akvc 
?es(i) ilpa nlape keriakve 
vesielvas.aveker.akve 

ST-5 

Vetter 1957 

Procdocimi 1971 

Joppich and Holzknecht 1971 

sakat.esta.s.ate<j)akate 

ST-6 

Procdocimi 1971 

kise 

ST-7 

Procdocimi 1971 

ackver ki 
isae ki 

ST-8 

Mayr 1960 

Joppich and Holzknecht 1971 

nlaupe 

litiaupe 

ST-9 

Procdocimi 1971, Schumacher 1992 

Joppich and Holzknecht 1971 

Table 11: The Steinberger lexis and the different reading proposals. Our personal 
opinion is that Joppich and Holzknecht 1971 and Schumacher 1992 probably represent 
the best readings. 
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In the second sentence, it is tempting to see mi ape! as a misspelling of nlape , but 
the different readings are consistent at this point, so we may have to accept it. Schmeja 
(1996) and Schumacher (1992) prefer to read nlape in the second sentence instead of mi 
Ltpe.i. The word or name pexa-ti-u we propose is a name The possible word mi in the 
second sentence could be the first singular pronoun, the equivalent of Etruscan mi and 
Iberian mi. The name Peka with the locative suffix -ti and the enclitic particle -u, which 
is "and" or "also". The same particle is used for the same function in Etruscan. It 
appears as if the three first sentences contain some type of genealogy, perhaps some 
type of sacrificial act earned out by Etun, son of Kastri and by Kastri himself, son of 
Esimn and Rita. An alternative interpretation is that we have Etun, son of Kastri, in turn 
son of Esimn, all in the family of Rita. At a later point in time, somebody added his 
name with the suffix "-also" and the same verb. Assuming nlape to have the function 
"sacrifice, honor, promise", then a translation w'ould be something like: 

"Etun, son of Kastri, sacrificed" 

"Kastri, son of and belonging to the Rita family, sacrificed" 

"Kastri, son of Esimn, sacrificed" 

"? Peka also sacrificed here" 


The fifth, seventh, eighth and ninth Stcinberger sentences do not have any certain 
readings, and we can only speculate what would be possible interpretations, provided a 
certain reading is a priori assumed correct. Procdocimi (1971) arrived at his reading 
after a long analysis, Joppich (1971) arrived at a totally different reading after studying 
his own clay casts of the inscriptions. Both readings can be interpreted into plausible 
words, but the translations all run into difficulties. The word keri is probably "stone" or 
some meaning derived from it by way of the compound akve. This word may have the 
meaning "gift " or "accomplishment", unless it is to be interpreted as some kind of 
collective plural: - a-kve. In Etruscan ilu is a verb relating to saying a prayer or some act 
of religious offering, in Ratian it appear as ilu-ke. The word il-pa may be a represention 
of a person performing ilu, with the demonstrative article -pa as suffix, las-pa may be a 
similar construction, based on a verb las. In Etruscan las is also a religious ceremonial 
act. 

Another Ratian inscription (SR-6) is partly transparent, even if the last word 
erisna is not understood. Two alternative interpretations are possible: 


a-rus-e-tar nai 

a-rus-e-tar-na 

class-noun-vowel-locative pronoun 

Human/collective-man-?-from-of l.pers.sing. 
from among the Aruse I (am) 


eris-na 
i-eris-na 
noun-possessive 
?-part of 

9 


Our proposal is that the first possibility is the best. We know that Arusnates was the 
name of one of the Ratian tribes in antiquity. In old Roman geographic descriptions, the 
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name Tagus Arusnaticum" is preserved as name for this area, it translates "land of the 
Arusnate". arusetar and arusnas are the same ethnonyms as the historically preserved 
name of a Ratian tribe, the arusnaies. In an Iberian context arusetar would have been 
divided into a-rus-e-tar, where the initial a- could be the noun class prefix, rus the 
toponym stem, -e- a modifier and -tar as the locative derivative suffix; this yield the 
structure "noun class-name-case". So aruse has the same significance as saying 
"Russian" and Arusetar is comparable to saying "From among the Russians" to indicate 
that "he came from Russia and he was one of them", rus, or as we know from 
placenames in the area *ras could be the same stem as the Etruscan ras with the 
meaning "man", "person". Below, a comparison is shown, showing the stem for "man", 
"person" between Ratian (no), Etruscan (ras), and the Northeastern Caucasian language 
Laz (Trombetti 1927; Kretschmer 1943): 


Ratian 

Etruscan 

Laz 

Meaning 

rus/ras 

ras 

las 

human, man 

rus-na 

ras-na-1 

las-na-1 

derived from the humans 

ras-in-(n)a 

ras-cn-na 

las-en-na 

belonging to the men 


Rasenna, which was sometimes interpreted as the Etruscan ethnonym, had the 
meaning "people" or "nation” in texts. Archaic suffixes with possessive functions -enn 
and -at are indicated. The word rasen, originally rasina, is a place-name in the Ratian 
area in the Puster Valley, the Etruscan parallel would be rasna or rasenna. The 
Etruscans called themselves rasenna (Bonfanle 1990) and the Laz used for themselves 
iasenna (Kretschmer 1943). This does not really mean the Etruscans, but rather "the 
humans". In the same way, the ethnonym of the Goths (gate, the province of Gotaland , 
the Baltic island of Gotland) was derived from the word for "boy, youngster", today it is 
gutt in modem Norwegian. Claiming that the modem ethnonym for an inhabitant of 
Gotland , a gute is not an ethnonym, but the word "boy" is rubbish in relation to the 
factual use of the word today as an ethnonym. Very many ethnonyms in different parts 
of the world derive from this kind of ”we, the people, the men" type of logic, rasnal 
would be "of the Etruscans" and lasnal "of the Laz", implying that for the Etruscans, 
only Etruscans were the real humans that counted. The etymology las reoccurs in the 
modem ethnonyms Laz and Lezg from the Northern Caucasus. The placename Rasina in 
the Ratian area must either be an Etruscan loan or the same self-designated name for the 
Ratians. 

The word show the suffixes -al, -enn and -a. Based on the study of toponyms in 
the area, it has been suggested earlier that -a is probably the definite article (Venneman 
1994), showing a parallel with Basque. A guess would be that -al is a derivative- 
genitive suffix signaling origin and location, whereas -en would be a collective- 
possessive suffix, signaling the participation in a collective. This also has parallels in 
Pictish, Basque and Iberian, where place names also contain genitive suffixes -en 
(Sverdrup 1995). The word arusetar has the stem aruse- and a derivative suffix -tar. nai 
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is known as the original etymology for the first person singular pronoun in Basque and 
Iberian (Sverdrup 1995, 1997). 1'he position of ensna in the sentence, suggests it to be 
either a verb according to the SOV structure, or some type of title/adjective/noun. Tab 
6 shows that it takes possessive and locative suffixes, suggesting a name, noun or 
adjective; from the comparison with the placename Rasina and the Etruscan word 
rasenna, we can estimate that the meaning must be "man, human". We have 
summarized all the translations discussed above in Table 13. The overall impression 
from attempting to translate the inscriptions using Etruscan as language model, makes 
us realize that Ratian and Etruscan were closely related languages, in a way comparable 
to Scandinavian and German among the Indo-European languages. A number of 
similarities have been noticed between Etruscan and Ratian words, some of these have 
been listed in Tab. 14. Several words for numerals are known, and these provide strong 
arguments for what kind of language Ratian was. The word we believe to be 3, ki, 
appears in three different inscriptions; SZ-1, FE-1 and BZ-8. In the FE-1 inscription: 
ki.aiser.tinia.ti — silnanv —, the translation is "3 gods, Tinia, Ti(... and) Silnanu(s)", in 
which ki has the meaning 3, it resembles Etruscan ki with the same meaning. The 
inscription has been claimed as Etruscan (Vetter 1943), but it is written in the alphabet 
and ductus of Bolzena (Kretschmer 1943), the same as several other Ratian inscriptions. 
The numeral ki may also be appearing in the Steinberger inscription (ST-8), and in BZ-8 
ki cicii if we allow ourselves to guess that cicii is some type of noun (Hubschmied 
1985). Comparison of numerals in Etruscan, Basque, Iberian, North Caucasian and 
Ratian is shown in Tab. 11. The comparison shows similarities in the typology, and a 
basic difference from numerals in any Indo-European language. In this discussion. 
North Caucasian words and etymologies were taken from Bengtson (1991 a,b), Catford 
(1991), Diakonoffand Starostin (1986), Nikolaev and Starostin (1991) and Sevoroskin 
and Manaster Ramer (1991). Lemnian material was taken from Rix (1968), Etruscan 
examples from Pallolino (1975, 1987), Cristofani (1979), Rix (1985, 1991) and 
Bonfante (1990). 
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Ratian 

FtruscanBasque 

Iberian North 
Caucasian 

Lemnian 

Hurri 

Translation 

zal 

zal 

bir 

bi 

su 

7 

sin 

2 

ki 

ki 

*ki 

kiao 

*ki 

ki 

ki 

3 

in¬ 

max 

- 

meki 

- 

mav 

9 

5 

s''i 

zar 

*zi 

se 

*?enc'E 

zi 

zi 

10 

seisvi 

seakls 

- 

- 

- 

sialkvis 

9 

60 


Table 12: Several of the numerals in Ration can be extracted from the texts. They show 
a close relationship between Etruscan and Ration on level with closeness of 
relationship within Indo-European. The numeral pattern also shows some interesting 
similarities with Caucasian and Iberian languages, suggesting further, but more distant 
relationships. 


peva-s nix-esi upiku tiutis akvil ipip eris-na-ti 
Peva (son) of Nike, offered to the moon a gift, ? 

etsu-ale uti-ku kaia-n nakinatar-is akvil 
for Etsu was offered to Kaia, Nakinatar’s gift 

4>rima remi-x vispexa-nu / xanx a remi 
Prima and Remi of the Vispeka (family) l the mason Remi 

laspa pirima tina-ke / sika-nu / e-peta-v 
Laspa (and) Prima dedicated / of the Sikan (family) / a "peta" 

laspa-ti anu-e-si mine/' lipi ekalasu-nu / c-n-peta-k** 
to Laspa (son) of Anu ?? / of the Ekalasu (family) / ?-"peta"-? 

laspa-si e-luku pita-m-nu-(ale) 
on behalf of Laspa, (son) of the head for (the) Pita (family) 

velxa-nu lup-nu pita-ve kusenku-s trina-xe / 
name-possessive verb-adjective name-plural name-genitive 1 verb-past/ 
of the Velka (family), all the dead Pita's, was spoken of Kusenku / 
<|>el-na vinu-t-ali-na-t / lavis-es-eli 
nonn-possessive noun-locative-genitive2-possessive-locative / 
name-genitive 1 -genitive2 

this casket of wine there / of and belonging to Lavis 

<j)anin-i uijiiku reini-es hira-<j)asu vakhi-kve lisan-es 
Consecrated, an offering to Remi, spit for the sacrifice for promises of Lisan 
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rite iluke 
Rite prayed 

reite tnu-iu zina-ke 
Reite dedicated me 


riti-e me zinu 
1 dedicate for Riti 

prima rita-m-na 

for Prima of (the) Rita (family) 

rita-(a)le lemai-s zina-ke 
I .ema (daughter) of Rita dedicated 

Kaiivape-s Kalip-is zal pup-er sue 
Kalivapc (son) of Kalipi, two (sacrificial animals) declare ! 

Table 13: Some suggestions for translations. 


Ratian 

Etruscan 

Basque 

Iberian 

North 

Caucasian 

Translation 

apa 

apa 

ati 

adi 

atwe 

father 

apana 

apana 

- 

- 

- 

fatherly 

ansu/aiser 

is/aiser 

oz/ezer 

as 

ez/as/amsa 

gods, sky 

s anto 

undi 

andi 

andi 

khwande 

large 

a(j)ir 

apir 

- 

- 

- 

air, smoke?/april? 

akvil 

akvil 

egiar 

ekiar 

I loq'E 

gift, making 

ahil 

hil 

kila 

- 

kil 

youngster 

eske/iske 

esca 

iske 

czke 

- 

hand, power 

eris 

eris 

- 

- 

- 

? 

b isar 

- 

iz 

is 

is 

water, well 

itu 

itus 

- 

- 

- 

middle, half 

kalun 

clan 

- 

- 

kail a 

son, boy 

Xarixa 

cerixu 

- 

- 

- 

mason 

Xeli-va 

eeli-eva 

- 

- 

- 

inside, under roof 

kurpi 

kurpe 

- 

- 

- 

? 

keri 

ceri 

*karr 

karr 

/Her/V’ 

stone 

keninake 

cerieke 

kharrigin 

karrieukiar 

- 

erect stone, build 
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Ratian 

Etruscan 

Basque 

Iberian 

North 

Caucasian 

Translation 

lase 

lasa 

- 

- 

- 

sacrifice, kill 

lupiiu 

lupu 

- 

- 

lu 

dead, lie down 

e-Iuku, hike 

laucu 

lagun 

lake 

lakk 

man. magistrate 

ilukc 

ilace, ilacu 

il 

- 

itr 

served, prayed 

laste 

laste 

laste 

laste 

- 

table, stone plate 

s meklo 

mexlum 

- 

mek 

- 

community, many 

melka 

mlaka 

miliska 

mliki 

meliki 

beautiful, lick 

mi 

mi 

- 

mi 

me 

I, me 

nai 

-ni 

ni 

nai 

nij 

me, self 

nasle 

nesl 

- 

- 

- 

death, birth 

S paites 

paites 

baites 

baides 

- 

at home 

4>asu 

fasu 

- 

- 

favi 

fire sacrifice 

P e X e 

4>eke 

- 

- 

- 

sculpture, picture 

pera 

peras 

a-ber-atz 

i-ber 

berc'V 

rich 

puper 

pup 

- 

- 

- 

knee 

Vasina 

rasenna 

- 

- 

tasenna 

people, nation 

ril-ti 

ril 

- 

- 

- 

live, life, age 

rus-na 

rasnal 

- 

- 

lasnal 

of the humans 

zecli 

zixli 

- 

selki 

swanq'l 

write, draw 

sue 

zuc 

- 

- 

- 

declare 

s<j)ura 

spura 

irun 

il 

ura 

city 

susin-u, S susin 

- 

zuzen 

susin 

- 

just, fair 

titul 

titel 

- 

- 

- 

name 

tiuti 

tiuti 

- 

- 

- 

to the moon 

trinake 

trin a^e 

- 

- 

- 

speak 

turn 

turn 

- 

- 

- 

offering, votive 

tulie 

tular 

tolir 

tur- 

tir 

border 

vakhi-kve 

vax-(e)r 

- 

- 

- 

promises 

uti-ku 

utin-ce 

- 

- 

- 

recited, sang ? 

zal 

zal 

zor 

sor 

sin 

2 

zinake, tinake 

zinaxe 

- 

- 

- 

dedicate, sacrifice 

ziluli 

zilath 

- 

- 

cilath 

magistrate, leader 


Table 14: Similarities found by comparing Ration with F.truscan, Basque, Iberian and 
North Cauc. s from toponyms and substrate words, * reconstructed etymology. 
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Language 

Isogloss retention 

n 

Glottochronological 
estimate, years BC 

Ratian 

100% 

130 

. 

Etruscan 

45% 

60 

2,700-4,900 BC 

Basque 

14% 

19 

4,500-5,800 BC 

Iberian 

15 % 

20 

4.500-5,800 BC 

North Caucasian 

16% 

21 

6,900-9,200 BC 


Table 15: Statistical comparison of R(itian, showing fraction of the Ration vocabulary 
that can be retrieved in other Raleoeuropean languages. Less than 15% retrieval can be 
caused by chance and is not statistically significant. More than 35% shared glosses in 
addition to sharing case structures and noun class systems constitute a proof of genetic 
relationship. 

5 Discussion 

The structure of the Steinberger texts shows that Ratian used a basic word order of 
SOV, a count through the corpus indicates the following preliminary impression; 
SOV/OSV (n“l7) or SVO (n=7). The Ratian language can be said to be agglutinative, 
as is Etruscan. Etruscan had no gender except a recent adaption for names, but a noun 
class system based on a distinction between animate/inanimate, personal/collective. It 
appear to be a possibility that Ratian had a noun class system based on similar suffixes. 
The -si-ale case suffixes appear very visibly in both Etruscan and Ratian in such a 
consistent way that this can be concluded to be no loan nor simple adaption; we think 
this suggests a genetic relationship. The indications for a genetic relationship between 
Etruscan and Ratian in this study are many and essential in their nature. Fundamental 
elements of the morphology of names and important grammatical principles seem to be 
shared between the two languages. Even similarities in the vocabulary can be suggested, 
and the number of similarities as seen with respect to the whole vocabulary is 
significant (45%) (Table 12). Both languages are agglutinating and use noun class 
systems. We suggest that the similarities are considered to be sufficient for proving a 
genetic relationship between Ratian and Etruscan. The similarity with North Caucasian 
and Basque is weaker, but the observed rate of incidence is still not significant because 
of the limited amount of data. If this is held together with the fact that North Caucasian 
and Basque are also agglutinating, show similarities in suffixes and case structures and 
both use or used noun class systems, then no serious study can a-priori rule out a genetic 
relationship. Using a kinetic model of glottochronology, depending on population 
density and stratified resistance to gloss loss, the time-depth of mother language fission 
can be estimated using the data from the tables 11 and 13. The isogloss loss rate at 
normal Neolithic population density was set at 16-18% per millennium. Considering the 
additional similarities in suffixes and grammar, we may reduce the time-depth estimates 
for the Etruscan-Ratian division by 50% and the time for division from the other by 
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25%. The results lie in the range of 2,700-4,900 BC for Ratian and Etruscan and in the 
range of 4,500-5,800 BC for Ratian and Basque/Iberian, suggesting the Neolithic 
transition in central Europe to be the dividing process. The distance to North Caucasian 
languages would be a hypothetical 7,000-9,200 years BC or at the end of the Mesolithic 
period when central Anatolia and southeastern Europe experienced the flourishing of 
the first Neolithic cultures (Renfrew 1989a,b, 1994). Both Basque and North Caucasian 
have ergativity, which is not found in Etruscan nor Ratian, even if the importance of 
distinguishing the difference in meaning in the active-passive opposition may go back 
on ergativity in a distant past. 

The existence of an ancient population in the Alpine region speaking a language 
related to Etruscan, has quite large implications for the question of the origins of the 
Etruscan language and people. The status of Etruscan as a totally isolated language is 
firmly contradicted by the available data. Etruscan, Ratian and Lemnian are three 
genetically related languages, located far enough apart to call for a rethinking of the 
theories of the origin of the ethnic groups speaking these languages. A relatively recent 
Aegean or Anatolian origin of Etruscan as alluded to in Herodotus and otherwise in 
legends, and as assumed by Woudhuizen (1992), becomes very improbable, maybe 
impossible. Etruscan and Ratian must be old in the Alpine-Italian area, maybe remnants 
of the pre-neolithic population of central Europe. Building on views presented by 
Hubschmied (1960, 1982), Cavalli-Sforza ct al., (1994), Renfrew (1994) and 
Vennemann (1994), this could point towards a relationship with the non-Indo-European 
Mediterranean substrate, and a more distant relationship with North Caucasian and 
Basco-Iberian languages becomes probable. It becomes a question of how and when 
separation took place, and not if they are related. To this Etruscan-Ratian-Lemnian 
group, we should possibly add Elymian, Camunian and Pelasgian, suggesting that this 
group of languages covered a large area in Paleolithic southeastern Europe, before the 
advent of Indo-European languages. 

6 Conclusions 

The observed data show that Ratian shares many important properties with 
Etruscan. Ratian is quite certainly not Indo-European. Wc may summarize the 
properties of the Ratian language: 

- Agglutinative suffix structure in noun and verbal flexion 

- Noun case suffix structure and usage nearly identical to Etruscan 

- Noun class system for nouns and usage of grammatical gender only in 
personal names 

- Etruscoid verbal flexion 

- Etruscan-Lemnian name formula in use 

- Use of active-passive opposition to modify the actual meaning in sentences 

- Etruscoid numeral system and pronominal sound paradigm 
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The observations show that Ratian belong lo the same language family as Etruscan and 
Lemnian, and that the closeness of the relationship is comparable to the closeness within 
the Indo-European languages 
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A STUDY OF THE TARTESSIAN SCRIPT AND LANGUAGE 


Harald Sverdrup and Ramon Guardans 


1. Introduction 

The civilization of Tartessos is known in myths from antiquity. It is described in Greek 
and Roman works (Herodotus, Strabo, Pliny) as well as in the Bible. The Tartessians 
had a kingdom famous for it's riches in gold, silver and other metals. It flourished from 
sometime before 1,300 BC to approximately 300 BC, when it disappeared in the Iberian 
and Punic military expansions in the southern Iberian peninsula. The city of Tartessos is 
believed to have been located near or under the modem city of Huelva, in southwestern 
Spain. Here deposits with more than 15 million metric tons of slag have been found, the 
largest ancient mining waste deposits ever found (Chamorro 1987). Tartcssian is one of 
several non-Indoeuropean languages found in Europe at this time. Indoeuropean 
languages never completely eradicated the aboriginal languages of Europe, and 2000 
years ago, at least 15 different non-Indoeuropean languages were still spoken in Europe. 



Figure 1: A Tartessian stele from the necropolis at Pego, Ourique, 
southern Portugal (J.19.I). The Tartessians mostly wrote on 
papyrus, and most of the Tartessian inscriptions are lost to us. 

There are several Tartessian inscriptions available from southern Portugal and 
southwestern Spain. To the north of the area, the existence of an old Indoeuropean 
language of Kelto-Italic affinity has been detected; Lusitanian (Schmoll 1961, 
Untermann 1997). Several alpha-syllabic script systems were in used in Spain in 
addition to the alphabetic systems Punic, Greek and Latin. The Celtiberian script is 
closely related to and derived from the northeastern Iberian script. Celtiberian records 
an Indoeuropean idiom, Iberian is a non-Indoeuropean language (Untermann 1997). The 
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southeastern Iberian scripts are related to the Tartessian script. The Tartessian 
inscriptions are by considered archaeologists to be the oldest in the Iberian peninsula 
(Villar 1980). The Greek geographer Strabo states that the language of the Tartessians 
was different from that of the Iberians and that the use of interpreters was necessary 
(Gomez-Moreno 1962). It is generally recognized that Iberian and Tartessian were 
distinctively different languages. The Iberian and Tartessian writing systems used 
specific signs for vowels, consonants and a limited number of syllables. The use of a 
syllabic system, and the apparent fact that some of the signs may have shifted meaning 
with time makes interpretation difficult. 

Many researchers have tried to transcribe the Tartessian inscriptions (Schmoll 
1961, 1962; Tovar 1961; Gomez-Moreno 1962; Untermann 1990, 1997; Correa 1986), 
but with limited success (Villar 1980; Chamorro 1987). The normal mode of inscription 
is illustrated by the typical examples shown in Figs. 1, 3 and 14. The best and most 
thorough study of the epigraphy and problems of transcription is available in 
Untermann (1990a,b, 1997). Untermann made important new discoveries which have 
consequences for further interpretations of the script, but many inconsistencies of older 
origin still persist and a substantial revision of the results of researchers like Schmoll 
(1961, 1962), Correra (1986, 1987), Hoz (1993, 1995) and the transcription systems 
devised by Untermann (1990, 1997) is necessary. Most of the proposals for 
transcriptions have yielded words that cannot be pronounced, strange vowel 
combinations and significant inconsistencies between inscriptions of similar content and 
context. Correra (1986) and Untermann (1997) discovered that the syllables ka, ke and 
te and so forth are always followed by the vowel of the syllable, thus the syllable is not 
a true syllable. This is true most of the time, but many enough cases are available to 
show that it was not rule, counter to the conclusion of Untermann (1997). Untermann 
(1997) mixed up the different versions of the two signs for the s-sound and postulated a 
series of syllables with bV for some of them. A test of the postulated rules on the corpus 
yield a number of unacceptable inconsistencies, and we will show in this study that 
many of the signs believed earlier to be different signs, actually represent the same 
sound. All these clues makes it fairly obvious that something is fundamentally wrong 
with the transcriptions proposed in the literature until present, and that they cannot be a 
valid point of departure for studying the nature of the script and language. Because such 
a large part of the words appear as improbable, not much can be trusted as long as it 
cannot be decided whether the words obtained are spurious. Wiklander (1966) and 
Correra (1986) believed 'he Tartessian language to be of Anatolian type, based on their 
own transcriptions. With recent advances in epigraphy, such as those of Untermami 
(1990, 1997) and the changes in transcription carried out in this study, any assignment 
to a language group would start over from the beginning. 

2. Methods 

The strategy for interpreting a script and language should have two components: 
Firstly, one aimed at improving the methods of decipherment into becoming an iterative 
learning process. Secondly, support activities that can increase the size of the corpus by 
discovering new inscriptions and making old ones available. The limited size of the 
present Tartessian corpus makes it obvious that the iterative procedure can only be 
applied to a limited extent. Our methodology will be a combination of systematic 
testing different epigraphic strategies combined with assessment of obtaining 
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consistently and readability throughout the whole corpus. During the first part of our 
work, no published corpus was available, and we had to make our own. The corpus 
made by Untermann (1997) became available through libraries during year 2000, 
clarifying many misunderstandings and making more material available. It is assumed 
that the Tartessian script is applying a smaller number of syllables regularly and more 
alphabetic symbols than the Southeastern Iberian alpha-syllabic system. Structural 
analysis of the syntax and morphology of the Tartessian text will be attempted to try to 
locate functional elements of the sentences. Remnant non-Indoeuropean languages of 
Europe are interesting as comparison reference points for the Tartessian language, 
regardless of whether they are genetically related or not. Only a free comparison with 
all of them will suggest an answer to the question if there are other languages 
resembling Tartessian. 



Figure 2: The approximate position of Paleoeuropean languages in 1,000-500 BC. 


3. Inscriptions 

The Tartessian and the related southeastern Iberian inscriptions are much more 
scarce than the abundant Northeastern Iberian text documents. The scarcity of longer 
inscriptions of known context is a considerable problem for decipherment and 
interpretation of the texts. We possess approximately 72 Tartessian inscriptions or 
fragments of inscriptions comprising 1,500 signs, 52 inscriptions have been included 
here. Our sources are primarily Schmoll (1961, 1962), Gomez-Moreno (1962) and 
Untermann (1997). Mostly we have followed Untermann's (1997) recording and 
photographs, but in a few cases the fact that Gomez-Moreno (1962) recorded the 
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inscriptions 80-60 years earlier when they sometimes were in a different state of 
preservation, must be considered in the interpretation. In additions there are a few coins 
with legends of use to this study. 12 inscriptions are now lost, only 21 inscriptions arc 
complete. Several of the lost inscriptions are sometimes less well documented in the 
older literature. 



Figure 3: The Tartessian stele from Benasfrim, southwestern Portugal. It 
was found in the necropilis in 1893 and measures 1.34 m x 0.64 m (J.I.I). 


Script type 

Text 

inscriptions 

Coin 

inscriptions 

Total 

Tartessian 

52 

11 

63 

Southeastern Iberian, type I 

13 

10 

23 

Southeastern Iberian, type II 

5 

2 

7 

Northeastern Iberian 

2,100 

200 

2,300 

Etruscan 

3,000 

50 

3,050 


Table 1. Overview of the amount of text available in Tartessian, Iberian 
and Etruscan, excluding singular names. It is evident from the statistics 
that the Southwestern Iberian script will be of little help for interpreting 
the Tartessian texts. 

A description of the places where they have been found, the literature source of 
the inscriptions, and the state of completeness is given in Untermann (1997). Much 
emphasis has been put on using interpretations from the southeastern Iberian script, but 
the solidity of this evidence should be put into its right proportions. Only 18 inscriptions 
and approximately 12 different coin legends are available in the southeastern Iberian 
script, and possibly two slightly different systems within the southeastern Iberian 
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hi m® dot m mm mnw b« \m m^hr\ t °aa?p 

lPKOE 6UEII IRA BOEWEAR AIRIKAL TtO LEROESANOMAR KONAIEI 

(irrr xm offl* 5 afo@oha wmtw 

SUN KOELE WEN TEORE 5AR0N0TEA SI I EENII 

j.lz mr otiw *pt m pap ia i rfAw° wmn w 

KOEROLI BUENATEI EOUE I RA UARSA : TEIRDIfESNO 5ANAR RON] 

J1.3 a ; \ .'T.wa .nAuppii o» lAPfAn koit 

AK TEREI ENA RA Tl URS TCO 6AR0NAR RON I 

11.1 *-HPFP PPK.4 • ■ ■ MMHAM • ■ 

50TIUIU URROE TEOR KARNO KOTIADEROAALA • • ■ 

j i.5a hpap wm fAN-An wr 

SUDU IDUIROA SARONAR KONTCI TEI 

J.l 5 b A'nmWMT 

ANSUS EK0ENI1 

121 • S4AWAJ1 K°HT 

BOEARANAR RANI I 

13.1 AP *IW ■ ■ ■ ■ ATIWttWABA PAP PAPP * ■ • ■ 

At BOURIS ATEIN5AI TE1RELATEA UAR5ANU BO 

j. 4.1 ffim #imm 

RI m I ENA SUNO UAR SAND TEUR NOESAR SARAR.SI TERORe 

143 ••tftHW'A.-- •■■/ipopr 

RRT10AIEN A R RON TEI 

15.1 mm\m\ 

^ SATEIN : I SA 

irwiwwi 

: ITEERI NEOTES: 

IAPAK°PADI°I 

:ANAKONAPvC ; 


iwiwaptiti 

I TEEl iSAOSARTEII : 


16.1 

... o AW .. 

... m 


OA SARONAR 

KON1I 

17.1 

A m\ D+TTPMW ROW 

AS DU A BUE'EiRNA R RONAl 



A1WNA 04W 

ASWAN* WELEN 



Figure 4: Tartessian inscriptions written out from 
left to right, with the proposed transcription. 
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172 mmm°\mn iw to 

BUEDUETOARKO’-AAKAR MORIER I RO 

176 AAf HP fflW# 

ARTIU IERI EUTCRKOLUROAR (KiONII 

178 oor iwwa ppo mk t&w pak^pa^ i 

OWL TE05DR0NAR KJDHO MUNW URO ft!USA DURKOU UAKORAO 

179 rPMAPPW^' 

I RU SANJ MEN -SI 

1710 •• v vk ^AM'tW' PAM°P W D 

M3AN4R KONI1 RASON SAR.0 

18.1 ■•W1l tf »>‘AMtfN0i" 

NAKI ANWEN EU R 

19.1 - i A AT J AP PA WO <1° MW 

KANAN UARSANO K.ONAR. 

110.1 APWW°i+WAMrM«i+t°pi) o ini <, iKt*w^pr<>/irrom»iAP 

AM AM SO = ENITEAKATCISO • ETEORK0 : R1 : LOEINOAR: ARIO ? ITEON 50R0&UAU 

mi ?mAW*imw°PWimftr aw 

TEIROLAETLRE!S T1A SANORE SARONFR KONIl UKO 

J11.2 ■■■4IW NFHMA" 

ENLIN 3UEIROANSA 

m.3 wm pap'ap • • ■ ■ -mi# *h .An kopit 

SELEIR KARAN INA EA (N)AR KONH 

Ill A mtK 4MW mV .,, - MIHWMAtM 0AP4P W°PW t° iW 

Al EEN ESA! NN SAANEN (A) IvNATDUSATES OAREn SARONNAR. KONU 

AMWO 

AUSNO 

11 2 .1 mi mm m komstohiap or* rnnHw 

! RUftL TCUSI 0 : RAR WNTEI Mu SAT| ORE SAKOTOATANOATlO 

J.L2.4- • v WA?rf^H 

■ OOSOSALATTT N ? I : 

mmm 

SAISALE I ? 

114.1 IXAPAWAPM 0 0HW»«**f'*-** *PPMXA 0 iAP°NAH W\ 

: TALA I ENKJR OTEUI ER 1 NEST AOSARONAR KON : 

115.1 bA WPAY4 a MA°l \iWbkV 

TDAlKUKAHOLOSAO SAONKOKN 

Figure 5: Tartessian inscriptions written out from 
left to right, with the proposed transcription. 
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J 16.1 FF?«APIAflAi' / tWA?° fAKAM Rtr 

UORSAAR' AR SAN TIO 5AR0 SANAR AON IE I 

j. is. 2 • • +[T-rA., ■■ ■ aiwama - • ^ K'K-rt r 

EMU R i K[A) ANSATCIA1 ESA R KOKOcI EL 

iie.3 rw k«mr*aa ■■■ - -1 iwak? mn r 

ITEIAR ROKAN ATRK. :RESAKO SAMAR K8WTEI 

1164 AWWAIA+A 

AlNOSTA ■ ATA 

1171 BTOIKIANWfelW 

TEU! NATOS SAMAR KOMI I 

JIT 2 BKIWAW**G"- 

TERURAl RB0(R)0 

jiat mwmMM i m°w° am m v 

KiETEI KARA KORDOE •' ESA TIO MO SANAR NONTEl 

1182 ■ac n° /awa- 

AM TIO ORE SAROHA 


j.19.1 nw^xa fAmrc w 

U I RNOSTA TCUN SANO EIRE I AO SARONAR K0NH 

j. 19.2 mmm kw 

EEREi RMAR KONTEI 

<120. t mmwiw I'ATf Wo wm* Kor «'■•■••• 

URNi NOUSE HARM SANO SARCNNA R KCN 

1211 ■ W IAN • • -m AJT KW 

MAR SAN no SARONAR KONII 

J 22 .i m B^mfAPHNooA w°m raw 

UAR BUEItft SASUNOTEA SARCHAR ©Nil 

122.2 • • mvmm - ■ 

SARUNOTfAEAR 

1231 eo©WH°°w°pr rp ha? $w°m \ihmpmum 

NOTE! SAH TiOO SftKONTEI 1R UAR BOUIOLNAR: KO:N:USNOO 

JZ6.1 x APWPfMAM)--- • ■•fAfoPA^ K- • 

(t)ARNOT|M)N SANO SARON'AK K(pN) 

J271 • ■ HK° MA°M *ANM bW MO® 

UKO SAcN SARONAR KONs SOTE 

Figure 6: Tartessian inscriptions written out from 
left to right, with the proposed transcription. 


M>0I 

: ASO ■- 
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j.28.1 -mok- •wxrw -km 

TIAEOA UER 7 IENI AITIE 

153.1 MAHAPA H° AW H# \AW 1A mm KW PAKAAA M0XAH4 

KODUARA T10 MJNTEl TIS SANER SA SOTANA KOKTEl RAtbAKA SCTANA 

N^xwAProtq rw 

KOETAKEEIAMjOTI biro 


1511 

■ 1 KOI ■' L UESER0WAU 


1551 

A*MTO|o*°PXAHh> 

ABK0EL1E :0TA ORTA URN0 

XIXAPfWIlffllWArt IWIX 

T:TARIOLMElULIRrt|0 N0NAR K0FAI 'T 


156.1 

AMTIfT Mir KW 

AKOELIE SNAR. kotei 


157.1 

-1TMWWAMAA ICo - IT. 

1A 


LEtoERl LEI ANAR. KD L 

SA 


Figure 7: Tartessian inscriptions written out from 
left to right, with the proposed transcription. 

system were in use. Excluding relatively meaningless fragments, estimates of the total 
stock of the different southeastern Iberian and Tartessian inscriptions available are 
shown in Tab. 1. 

The southeastern Iberian inscriptions are interesting as sources of clues for 
reading Tartessian inscriptions, but they are clearly worthless as proof of how to read 
the script. Whereas the amount of material available for Iberian or Etruscan was enough 
to be able to leam how to read the inscriptions, the amount of Tartessian appears lo be 
low in comparison. In light of the limited amount of Tartessian material, we cannot 
expect a full decipherment, nor can we demand proof of anything that is proposed. The 
inscriptions have been shown, rewritten from left to right in Tartessian signs, in Figs. 4 
to 7. A few have been dated; J.12.1 (Anderson 1988, Mello Beirao et al. 1980, Mello 
Beirao 1993), a complete stone with concentric writing and the picture of a man. It was 
found together with artifacts dated archaeologically to 740-780 BC. J.18.1 (Diaz et al 
1970), dated to 817-763 BC and J.18.2 (Diaz et al. 1970), dated to 817-763 BC. The 
latest dates are given as 300 BC (Untermann 1997) or 130 BC (Villar 1980; Chamorro 
1987). The Espanca alphabet inscription (J.25.1) is not fully consistent with all the signs 
used in the Tartessian inscriptions and it must therefore be treated separately. A 
description of it with proper references can be found in Untermann (1997). 
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4. The script and syllabic grid 

The problems in Tartessian (as in southeastern Iberian epigraphy) are several. 
The Tartessian alpha-syllabic grid contains 26 units, but 39 basically different signs. 
The number of units are too few for a truly syllabic script and we should characterize 
the Tartessian script as an alphabetic script with syllabic elements. The signs suggest 
that the idea of the script came from the cast, possibly with the Phoenician colonizers 
and possibly influenced by Minoan traders during the late bronze age. Syllabic scripts 
were common in Crete (Linear A, Linear B), Cyprus (Linear C, Eteocypriote) and the 
Levant (Linear D) at this time (Best and Woudhuizen 1988), and the ultimate 
inspiration must have come from there. This can, however, not be taken as a sign of 
origin of the Tartessian language nor of the ethnic origin of the Tartessians. Writing as 
an idea spread from its original point of inception straight across ethnic boundaries. 
There is great uncertainty, whether the different signs at present interpreted as k-sound 
syllables really have such values or represents different k-sounds. There are a number of 
signs associated with te. to and ti and it is completely uncertain which syllable belongs 
to which sign. Many scientists have made suggestions, but dissension is as common as 
consensus, and good proof of anything is generally lacking. There is also a possibility 
that the signs are syllables but still distinguish between different r-sounds (voiced, 
unvoiced, aspirated, unaspirated, stops). 

M ■ 6 

SARUNOTEA <P - g 

SARONOTEA ^ \ 

Figure 8: The words sarunotea and saronotea from J.I., 

J.21.1 and J.22.1 can be used to determine the alternative 
signs for n and te. They show that some of the epigraphic 
variants of s appear to be freely interchangable, and that 
they may represent the same s-sound. 

A number of signs have, until present, no assignment to any sound. Much of 
this, we believe to be caused by lack of a proper corpus of Tartessian inscriptions until 
quite recently, preventing a good simultaneous overview of all inscriptions. There has 

been much debate over which of e and o to assessing to the signs % and 0. There is a 
significant problem in finding the letters for e and o. and the Tartessian use may have 
been significantly different from the southeastern Iberian use, which in turn may have 

been divided among two different practices. Assigning 0 to e does not really change 
the argument presented above. We have after following Gomez-Moreno's (1949, 1962) 
study of toponyms on Iberian coins and the Iberian inscription corpus (Untermann 
1990), concluded that several Southwestern Iberian texts cannot be interpreted without 
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allowing for an occasional exchange of the signs for e and o. This implies that a non- 
unique assignment in Southeastern Iberian is of no help at all for determining the sign 
value in the Tartessian script. To suggest transcriptions like keeni, keoni, kaoni or kaeni 
appear as rather artificial when the historical record has the ethnonym konii securely 
recorded for this area, and a uniform formula should be expected. This, together with 
the objective of achieving consistency in the funerary formulae and to have the funerary 
formula to be consistent with the historically preserved ethnonym konii, caused us to 

assign ^ to the sound e and 0 to the sound o. Our hypothesis is that we should search 
for a word that would make the basic funerary formula more consistent and 
pronounceable than hitherto transcriptions. The first part of our strategy was to identify 
the signs of the different values for signs containing k-sounds. Tn the northern and 
southern Iberian scripts, this is represented with a number of signs for ka, ke, ki, ko, ku. 
Applying these values to Tartessian will lead to unpronounceable words and improbable 
vowel combinations in the funerary formula. We sought a solution that consistently 
would yield the word konii for all the funerary inscriptions showing keeni, kaeni, keoni, 
kaoni in earlier transcriptions. We propose that the syllabic pattern for the k-sounds 
should be abandoned, and that the di fferent signs rather represent different dorso-velar 

and uvular stops and fricatives. This is possible by letting the signs K, J, 1 „d A all 

be assigned to a k-sound and not to the syllables ka and ke and by assigning the sign 0 
to the sound o. It is evident that the proposed transcription gives a much more consistent 
internal interpretation as well as being externally consistent with the recorded ethnonym 
for this region (Strabo; kunetes, Herodotos and Herodoros of Hcraklion; konios, 
Phoenician sources; konioi, Polybius; konii, Ptolemaios; konii , Roman itineraries; 
cuneus). Only an interpretation of the 0 sign as the sound o will be consistent with 
konii. An interpretation as e will have to invalidate at least 7 ancient sources as well as 
to explain a resulting chaotic spelling of the tribal name, a task that appears impossible. 
Less frequent signs remain for the syllables ke, [ ], this is only found on a few coins, ki, 
[ ] is attested in two inscriptions, ko, [ J is frequent. We would like to summarize this in 
the following table, showing the traditional transcription and compare it to the one 
proposed here; 

Traditional ka- and ke-signs Proposed k-signs 

keoni, kaoni koni 

kaonii, keonii konii 

keontei, kaontei kontei 

kaonai, keonai konai 

Where we before had several different words in the exact same context and what would 
appear to be the same formula, we now have the same word stems in the repeated 
standard formula, but with what now appear to be only with grammatical variation. 
Untermann (1990) has shown that the sign M should be transcribed R in southeastern 
Iberian, corresponding in pronunciation to the hard it of Basque and Catalan, instead of 
be as suggested earlier by Gomez-Moreno (1962) and others after him. We adopt this 
interpretation systematically for Tartessian, and suggest that this sign in Iberian 
originated within Tartessian. r is represented by 4 epigraphic variants. The use of M, 
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occasionally o' and if was quite consistent and was never exchanged with the sign P 
which we transcribe r. The straight line I, used as a sign for ba in Iberian, is used as a 
word and sentence divider in inscriptions J.1.2, J.5.1, J.9.1, J.10.1, J.ll.l, J.11.4, J.12.1, 
J.16.1, J.16.2, J.16.3, J. 16.4, J.16.5, J.17.4, J.18.1, J.19.1, J.19.2, J.23.1, J24.1, J.55.1. 
The sign suggested to represent the syllable bi occur only twice. The sign used for it 
resembles the Iberian sign, ultimately derived from the Greek sign 7C. 

Several of the texts appear to repetitions of certain standard formulae, and this 
may be used to determine the value of alternative signs for the same sound. The word 
kontei show us how to interpret the signs T and T. Inscriptions J.l 1.1 and J.3.1 as 
well as inscriptions J.l.3 and J.19.2 show that T must be the syllable te. Comparison of 
inscription J.l .1 witli 1.22.1 show that the sign 0 is also representing te. This proposal 
appear to yield consistent results in all the inscriptions. Beside this te appear to be 
represented by two other types of signs, the round Greek theta sign and rhomboid 
variants of ID, all can be found in the syllabic grid. We do not know if te was 
pronounced te or aspirated the. In the same way inscription J.l.1 compared to J.22.1 

show that D is ba and that T is te. In Fig. 9 it is shown how the words kontei, koni and 
konai can be used to determine some of the signs used to write the syllable te. 


KONTEI 

mr 

KOKtl^ 

K-K-» 

'M 


D-PW 

KONAI 

WW 

K - A 


ION* 


KONI 

K'NI* 

KM 


o w 



Figure 9: The words kontei, koni and konai can be used to 
determine some of the signs used to write the syllable te. 

The words show the signs used for k. They show the value 
of the arrowlike sign, and firmly establishes its value as an 
alternative sign for te. 

The words also show the two basic variants used for k. The words saninotea, saronotea, 
teirela and teirola can be used to determine the alternative signs for n and te (Figs. 8 
and 13). That £ is to is suggested earlier and confirmed by the coin from Ketobriga 
(Gomez-Moreno 1962). 

tu or du are represented by a number of related signs which can be seen as 
epigraphic variants over the same theme. They may possibly represent a development 

over time. Inscription J.1.2 show that the sign $ is not equal to ^f'. The sign <P is 
known from three inscriptions (See J.4.1 and J. 9.1). The name occur at the end of a 
personal name recorded from one Tartessian and one Iberian inscription; KANAN, 
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KAN AN A <T and possible values would probably be R, N or K. It also forms an initial 
word RI in a sentence. Our proposal is that with what we know of Tartessian and Iberian 
names, R appear to be the most probable value. There are several different types of 
signs for s, which appear to alternate freely, and apparently must have very similar 
significance. Figs. 8, 11 and 13 show how the different writing variants of the words 
saronaR, sarunotea, saronotea and sotana can be used to show that all epigraphic 
variants of s appear to be freely interchangeable, and that they may represent the same 
,9-sound. Tartessian may have had two different s sounds, but this is far from certain. A 
comparison of inscription J. 1.1 with J.22.1 and J.22.2 confinn that this is correct. The 
starlike sign ^ and the sunlike sign similar to it that appear in inscriptions 1.4.3 and 
J.18.1 have earlier been suggested to have the value bo, but ku and be have also been 
suggested (Villar 1980). 


HPoMrY Mpowm 

?APor w MPoNArY 

import MpoMn' 

Figure 10: Comparison of the different occurences of 
the word saronaR show that different s-signs 
represent the same s-sound. 

^ occurs together with the normal letter for bo, and thus the traditional proposal 
bo cannot be the correct transcription of this sign. We argue from comparison of words 
and its final word position that this could be R. The sign I which is ba in northeastern 
Iberian, is the word divisor in Tartessian, it is transcribed with a colon. The syllabary 
used for transcribing the texts is shown in Fig. 12. Figs. 9 to 13 show that we find 
variants of te which appear to have been approximately equivalent. The comparison of 
the different writings of the word sarunotea show clearly that 6 is a ligature for n. The 
discoveries presented in Figs. 9 to 13 are most important in removing earlier 
inconsistencies and create a good consistency between inscriptions of similar context 
and purpose. The sign X give best consistency and better pronounceability if it is read as 
t. The word huenir and bueniira can be used to show that there was two ways of 
writing the sign for bu. 


It NW 

BUENIR Q , | 

OtfWM 

BUENIIRA 

Figure 11: The words buenir and bueniira can be used to 
show thatthere were two ways of writing the sign for bu. 
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Finally, some signs remain as completely uninterpreted, and (m. No clues are 
available for their interpretation, unless we are willing to compare with Linear A or 
scripts from Northern Italy, a less attractive option. The different epigraphic variants, 
especially seen for the signs for a, s and R but also other signs (te), arc different 
ligatures created from a mixture of handwriting in cursive script intended for ink on 
papyrus and capital letters meant for cutting in stone. 


tWA 



TEIRELA ^ » <p 

MOXANA 

+ = M 


SOTANA 


TEIROLA 




Figure 13: The words teirela, teirola can be used to determine 
the alternative signs for te. The. word solatia can be used to 
show that epigraphic variants of s appear to be interchangeable. 



A 

E 

i 

o 

u 

■ 



ESI 


D 

p 

B 




rp 



K 

A KD 

■ 


■ 

X 

■ 

D 

a 

+ 


HH 

P 

A * 
to A 


Y r 






N 




■ 



L 








vft 

■ 

1 

■ 

m 

■ 

S 

MP1+? 







Figure 12: The optimized Tartessian alpha-svllabic grid used 
for transcription of the inscriptions. 
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Text transcriptions 

The texts in Tartessian signs, together with the actual transcriptions used are 
shown in Figs. 4-7. The syllabic grid used and derived from the inscription work is 
shown in Fig. 12. We have transcribed all inscriptions in order from left to right, to 
make reading more similar to the usual direction for the reader. The letter written as R 
in the transcriptions, represents the second r-sound. Letters within brackets (aR) 
represent uncertain interpretations. * represents a certain sign, but it cannot be read, — 
represents an unknown number of lost letters. Several small fragments containing only a 
few signs have not been included in this study. J.i. are texts in the Tartessian corpus 
(Untermann 1997), TC.i are Tartessian coins, partly from Schmoll (1961), Gomez- 
Moreno (1962) and Untermann (1975). TC.10 is listed as Gomez-Moreno XXVIII in 
the literature (Gomcz-Morcno 1962). The Iberian inscriptions are listed by Untermann 
(1990). 


J. 1.1 lekoe bueni ira buedueaR airikal teo lekoe sanonaR (k)onatei siin koele bueii 
teore saronotea siieenii 

J. 1.2 koeroli buenatei bouei ira uar sa: teirduesno sanaR konii [J. 1.3 

ak**terei iena.Ratiurs teo saronaR koni 

J. 1.4 —(s)otiu iu urkoe teor kaR no.kotiaocroa ala— 

J. 1.5a sudu idu iroa sar(o)naR kontei tei 
J.I.5b a(n)sus ekoenii 

J.2.1 —buearanaR konii 

J.3.1 ai bouris-ateinsai teirelatea uar sanu bo— 

J.4.1 ri buei iena suno uar sano teur*no esar sara-silerokc 

J.4.2 —oduia— 

J.4.3 —r tio aien ka.(sarona)R kontei 

J.4.4 —ro eku u.uros-(k)onii 

J.5.1 : satei: isa : ieterineote : : anakonak : o : : itei isausarteii 

J.6.1 —oa saron(aR) (ko)nii 

J.7.1 asdua bueteimaR konai asduana buelen 

J.7.2 bueduetoar.o*aakaR norien iro 

J.7.3 —duear — 

J.7.4 isdu-k(a)— 

J.7.5 — liar bueki— —(saro)naR kon— 

J.7.6 aar tiu icricutcrkoluroar-.(ko)n(te)ii 

J.7.7 —nin ekoere-R arko : 

J.7.8 obul teo soronaR kono rnundu uroa iu sad urkou uakorao 
J.7.9 iru saru aien si— 

J.7.10 *****(s)*k (s)anaR konii rason saro 

J.8.1 naRi ***anduenbu(e)— 

J.9.1 — : kanan uar sano konar — 

J.I0.1 ariariso : eniteakateiso : eteorko : ri : loeinoar ario [ ] iteon soro buau 
J.I 1.1 teirola eter esitia sanore saron'R konii : tiko 
J.I 1.2 —enlin bue iroan sa— 

J.I 1.3 seleir uar san-ina**ea-(n)aR konii 

J.I 1.4 aieen esainn saanen*a **k : natadusates : oaren saronnaR konii : alisno 
J.I 1.5 —kirite —arsko im— —ntei 
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J. 12.1 irual teusio : naR kontei musa tio resako-to-an-o tio 
J.12.2 —odutei (n)— 

J. 12.3 —uulteina arkioR idula 

J.12.4 —n sosalalein [ ] i.salslei [ ] 

J.14.1 dal aien duRo teu ier*****i-nestao : saronaR kon 

J.15.1 toaikuramolo saoti saon koan 

J. 15.3 aalaoinRo— — koni 

J. 16.1 uursar : ar san tio sar(o) sanaR kontei 

J. 16.2 —emuRika-an sateiai esa-Rkokoeien-.: aso : 

J. 16.3 iteiar Rokan *a(ta)a(k)**** : resako sanaR k*ntei 
J. 16.4 ainosta : ata 

J. 16.5 —uasan : no— 

J. 17.1 teuinatos sanaR konii nurln : na— 

J. 17.2 teRiarair bo(R)o-saronaR kontei 

J. 17.3 —onaRko— 

J. 17.4 konila : ban : n : o: kononil :on 

J. 18.1 bueteir kordue : esa tio aro sanaR kontei 

J. 18.2 —an tio ore sarona- 

J. 18.3 —ikineR.koR kaR- 

J. 19.1 liimosla teun : sano eeReiro s(aronaR) konii 

J.19.2 eeReimaR: kontei 

J. 19.3 —elen— 

J.20.1 uRninol ise uarn sano saronnaR konii 

J.21.1 -nar san tio-.(s)aronaR konii 

J.22.1 uar buei ir sarunotea saronaR konii 

J.22.2 — sarunotea ear— 

J.23.1 notei sai tioo sarontei ir uarbouiolnaR : ko : n : usnoo 

J.24.1 —la*** : s - oa i buerei-.sai sakaeoaR te.aduero.kaao— 

J.26.1 —tar noti kun sano-saronaR k— 

J.27.1 —uko saon saronaR koni sote 

J.28.1 —tiaeoa-uer (R)ieni-aitie— 

J.51.1 —teu-bisa-duranaie— 

J.52.1 —iroas rola— 

J.53.1 kodo uara tio duntei tis saner sa sotana kontei ratoaka sotana bir : koe take 
(bi)ar loti 

J.54.1 ikoi: 1-u eser orta u— 

J.55.1 aekoelie : ota orta unluo**** ta : tariolnen : liRnio nonaR konai; ta 
J.56.1 akoelie s'naR ko'tei 

J.57.1 lekoe ni leianaR ko— : le-: sa- 

Coins in southern Iberian signs probably have texts in the Tartessian language: 

[TC. 1 ueko ekir konis 

TC.2 ta konis ueko eki 

TC.3 konisturkis 

TC.4 il-itur-ki 

TC.5 sisle:siskra 
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TC.6 koniksiskar 

TC.7 sisukurhil 

TC.8 otakisa 

TC.9 korani 

TC.10 ketobriga ke.to.u.i.bu.n 


Some names (sisti, kanan, konil) in southeastern Iberian texts are probably Tartessian: 

G. 17.1 ate tiu-ia iske-un-iR tenkan erstan-eku-tike sist(e)-(e)ba tetaR boi-t-an-aR 

H. 5.1 kanan-ik kior ekuan 

G. 16.5 konil-t(e)-er-aR-t(e)-ekuaR 


6. The language of the inscriptions 

Before studying the transcriptions closer, we can observe that the set of 
inscriptions presented here could a-priori contain any number of unknown languages. 
Close inspection of the transcriptions reveals repetitions and cross occurrences of both 
words and grammatical elements, which make it almost certain that all the inscriptions 
arc in the same language. One inscription is probably in Iberian (J.17.4), and some 
cannot with certainty be classified as Tartessian (J.12.4 and possibly J. 10.1). 
Crosschecks of the reoccurring parts of the vocabulary confirm this. It is equally certain 
that this language is significantly different from all other Indoeuropean or other 
Mediterranean languages. We will call this language Tartessian. The Tartessian 
language had at least 4 vowels a, e, i, o/u. In many inscriptions, o and u appear to 
alternate, suggesting that they represented the same or very similar sounds. The 
language does not appear to know sounds for/or v, the letter h is only found on coins. 
The script does not really distinguish between p and b, but placenames from the area 
suggests that p and b were distinguished. A comparison between Tartessian, Iberian and 
Basque, suggest a greater similarity to Basque than Iberian. Because of the limited 
material, we cannot really be sure if the different signs used for k represent different k- 
sounds or if the signs alternate freely. The Tartessian language appear to put emphasis 
on distinguishing between at least two different types of k, one may actually be g. The 
script also has many different signs applied to f/rf-sounds. The syllabary distinguishes at 
least 3 different epigraphic signs but as many as 6 different t/rf-sounds may have been 
represented. There is certainly two types of r, each represented by different signs, the 
last which we will represent with R in the transcriptions. 

7. Vocabulary 

A few words in the Tartessian texts bear some apparent resemblance to words in 
Etruscan and the sparse Paleoeuropean vocabulary reconstructed by Vennemann (1994). 
Mundu is a Tartessian placename known from Roman annals. Further, mundu resembles 
Etruscan munth which is "netherworld", preserved in Latin as a loanword mondo, 
"world", also detected by Venneman (1994) in the placename substrate as mun- with the 
meaning "land, plain”. Examples of such words are found in inscription J.27.1 sole, 
J.4.1 soli, .1.5.1 a sudu and twice in J.53.1 sot-an-a, which we compare with the Etruscan 
word suthi "grave". We think the context of the inscriptions would allow us to suggest a 
meaning of this word similar to the Etruscan. The word sot-an-a resembles in its 
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construction the Etruscan word muth-an-a for "of the netherworld" implying the 
"sarcophagus", thus sot-an-a would likewise be "of the grave" with the same 
implication. An independent source of Tartessian material is the personal names 
preserved in old sources and on coins. We have found: 

konoba konip konisturkis odakisa 

konil: siskar sisukurhil kakoniu kakkosa 

siste: siskra sisteas koranis qakosus 

We may isolate names based on a stem kon: 

kon-is-tur-kis kon-o-ba kon-ip kon-il: siskar 

Some names are based on a stem of sis which show the typical suffixes: 

sis-te sis-k-ra sis-k-ar sis-te-a-s sis-ti-ba sis-u-ku-r-hil 


and on a stem kako for what is probably personal names: 
kako-n-iu kako-sa kako-su-s 


The names we think we can isolate from the texts are: 


limo, liimo-sta 
aino-sta 

asdu-a, asdu-an-a 


koele 

akoelie, aekoelie 
koeroli 


lekoe kon-il 

kanan, kanan-aR kon-il-a 
tcuinatos kon-on-il 


Further words are suspected to be names: 

ursar kodu-ar-a ariar-iso 

uminol duranaie eniteakate-iso 


duranaie may appear as convincing as a Celtic name, but the word is the only fragment 
of a fragment broken at both ends of the word, and it may be something quite different 
from the name it appears to be. There are also several placenames available from the 
Tartessian area, some systematically show the suffix -ba, some have the ending group - 
i-po, -ki or -a: 


cor-du-ba 

asta-pa 

ven-ti-po 

baes-i-ppo 

obul-ko 

mund-a 

on-o-ba 

ser-pa 

or-i-ppo 

hi-ppo 

iptu-ki 

baclo 

oss-on-o-ba 

lae-pa 

coll-i-po 

acin-i-po 

il-itur-ki 

il-ipula 

sal-du-ba 


di-po 

cedr-i-po 



o-ba 


olis-i-po 

bas-il-i-po 



ol-ba 


ser-i-ppo 

ost-i-ppo 




From the texts, we can isolate the potential toponym obul. Some of these we think can 
be analyzed as: il-itur-ki, cor-du-ba, il-ipu-la, bas-il-ipo, ono-ba, oss-on-o-ha. It is 
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possible that -ipo may have derived once from a suffix series -i-ba. itur is known from 
Basque, Iberian and Paleoeuropean and has the established meaning "spring, well" 
(Vennemann 1994). If this word is original to Tartessian or a loan, we cannot know. 
Finally, the antique ethnonyms we have mentioned earlier for the Tartessian area: konii, 
konioi, conios, kunetes, kunesioi firmly establish the name of at least one tribal unit in 
the Tartessian society. 

Some translation proposals may be made if we draw from the available words 
from other Paleoeuropean languages. Tab. 2 shows similarities which we think deserve 
further consideration. Some of the similarities that can be found, may be interpreted as 
suggestions that Tartessian was remotely related to the Paleoeuropean languages. As far 
as genetic relationships, this is too little to prove anything, and and our proposals in 
Tab. 2 should rather be seen as suggestive. 


Language 

stone 

house 

land 

area 

moon 

month 

mount. 

height 

man 

human 

Tartessian 

cor/kaR 

eteri 

munda 

tio/tiu 

ibun 

hil/kon/kis 

Basque 

karr 

etche/et 

mun 

hil 

ibar 

gizon 

Iberian 

karr 

es/et 

mun 

tiu 

ibar 

gisen 

Etruscan 

ker 

atherc 

munth 

tiu 

? 

hil 

Ligurian 

karri 

at 

muta 

? 

? 

? 

N. Pikene 

? 

? 

? 

teu 

? 

? 

JKlymian 

? 

7 

mutai 

7 

7 

? 

Ratian 

karr 

et 

? 

tiu 

hil 


Pictish 

kair 

? 

mundnaith 

7 

? 

? 

Nuragic 

karr 

es 

? 

7 

7 

? 

Camunian 

? 

? 

munthial 

o 

? 

? 

Paleoeuropean 

karr 

e 

mun/men 

7 

ibar 

? 


Language 

city 

high 

grave 

the/one 

light 

spring 

Tartessian 

iru/iR/ira 

urko 

sudu/sote 

-po/-ba 

arko 

iturki 

Basque 

iru/ir 

urke 

- 

bant 

argi 

iturgi 

Iberian 

il/ir 

urkc 

scltar 

ba 

arki 

ituRki 

Etruscan 

spuri 

ukar 

suthi 

§a 

? 

? 

N. Pikene 

? 

? 

sut, sot-er 

7 

? 

? 

Elymian 

ini 

uakar 

? 

o 

? 

7 

Lemnian 

? 

aker 

? 

sa 

? 

? 

Ratian 

spura 

7 

zupar 

(-pa) 

? 

? 

Pictish 

? 

? 

? 

bant 

? 

? 

Nuragic 

iri 

urgu 

sati 

7 

? 

? 

Lepontic 

? 

? 

sutai 

7 

? 

? 

Paleoeuropean 

- 

? 

? 

bant 

? 

itter 
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Language 

god 

water 

stream 

make 

possessive divinity 

Tartessian 

esar 

norien 

ise/isa 

eko-e-nii 

oaren 

musa 

Basque 

OZ 

7 

is 

egin 

aren 

7 

Iberian 

? 

7 

is 

eko 

oaren 

7 

Etruscan 

cisar 

neri 

7 

akil 

7 

masa 

N. Pikene 

7 

7 

7 

? 

7 

? 

Elymian 

? 

7 

? 

7 

7 

? 

Lemnian 

7 

7 

? 

? 

7 

? 

Ligurian 

7 

7 

is 

akiu 

7 

? 

Ratian 

eisar 

7 

ise 

? 

7 

? 

Pictish 

7 

7 

? 

? 

7 

? 

Nuragic 

7 

7 

? 

? 

7 

? 

Lepontic 

7 

7 

? 

? 

7 

7 

Paleoeuropean 

ansu 

7 

is 

? 

? 

? 

Minoan 

7 

nari 

? 

7 

? 

a-mase 


Table 2: Comparison of words in Tartessian with words from other remnant languages. 
If this is the meaning in Tartessian is of course vulnerable to the validity of assuming 
Tartessian to have some kind of remote connection with other Paleoeuropean 
languages. This is about as far as we can gel towards establishing meanings for 
Tartessian words. We can find similarities, we can guess meanings, but not prove 
anything. The meaning has been assigned from placenames or living languages. The 
meaning of these words in the dead languages are in many cases not known. Most of the 
Tartessian words appear as not related to any other known language in the Southern 
European area, and we are not able to translate any of them. 



Figure 14: To the right, a Tartessian stele, last recorded to have been in the Museo 
Sizensano in I880’s, now lost (J.11.4). It is recorded in the Album Cenaculo, the 
circumstances of its discovery are unknown. To the left, the stone found in 1723 at 
Sevilla, the ancient Tartessian/Iberian town of Ilipa, it has one of the longest complete 
Tartessian texts (J.53.1). It was lost during the Spanish civil war. 
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8. Suffixing 

The system of suffixing is available in several word-stems that can be isolated. 
There is a stem sot which we suspect is a word with a meaning analog to "grave": 

sot-e sud-u sot-an-a sot-iu 

There is a stem hue of unknown meaning which occurs frequently: 

bue-i-i bue-r-ei bue-ar-an-aR bue-due-ar 

bue-i-iR b(o)ue-i-ir-a bue-n-a-tei bue-due-to-ar 

bue-le-n bue-te-ir-n-aR bue-ki-n— 

buc-tc-i buc-iro-an-sa 

There is a stem teir of unknown value: 

teir-e-la-ti-a teir-o-la-e-te teir-due-s-n-o 

These suffixes may appear on names: 

Kanan Kanan-aR 

Asdu-a Asdu-an-a 

This name also appears in Iberian texts as kanan-ike. If the Tartessian suffix -aR 
can be equated with the Iberian suffix -ike used for ergativity is not known, but cannot 
be excluded. This would suggest that the suffixes -a, -an-a are end groups for nouns. 
This could subsequently be used a a diagnostic tool for identifying nouns. The suffix 
series an-a also appear on sot which then should be a noun. This end group has also 
been identified by Venneman (1994) as an important endgroup on pre-Indoeuropean 
placenames in Europe. Venneman identifies the suffix -a as the determined article of the 
nominative case. The implication of the suffix and -aR is not yet understood. 

There is a stem ten, teo, which appear similar to a word for "day" in other 
Paleoeuropean languages: 

teo teu teu-n teo-r, teu-r teu-si-o 

This is different from the word tin or tio. 

The stem saro is of unknown meaning, even if it is contained in the most 
frequent word: 

saro saro-n-a saro-n-te-i 

saro-n-aR saro-n-o-te-a 

saro-n-n-aR 
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There is also a word soro in a similar formation: 

soro soro-n-aR 

There is also a stem sail of unknown meaning: 

san san-aR saan-en-aR 

san-o san-er sano-n-aR sano-te 

san-u sanore 

There is also a stem iru of unknown meaning (town, community, tribe?), 
showing different suffixes: 

iru, iro iru-a iro-as iro-al iro-an-sa 

The word esa occurs, bringing to our mind the Etruscan and Ratian word eis 
meaning "God, deity" and the Basque word oz for "sky, heaven", even if the similarity 
to these may be spurious: 

esa— esa-r esa-in-n esa-tio eis-ti-a 

Tartessian has is- which looks similar to Paleoeuropean is- and Basque is with 
the meaning "water, stream". The interpretations that can be made for this from 
toponyms for Basque, Iberian and Paleoeuropean are sufficiently solid (Vennemann 
1994). 


is-e is-a 

There is a stem not- of unknown meaning: 

not-i not-ei not-a 

The stem kon shows some of the same suffixes as the stem saro, suggesting that 
they arc at times of the same type (verb or noun ?, "man" ?). The stem occurs very 
frequently, and belongs to the core of the funerary formula. We have: 

kon kon-i kon-a-i kon-o kon-te-i 

kon-i-i kon-aR kon-on-il kon-te-i-i 

kon-il kon-a-te-i 

kon-il-a 

Many languages form names by using the genitive form of a noun. This suggests 
that -il could be a genitive suffix. Assuming that kon could be a word for "man", then 
kon-il-a would be "of the man" and kon-il "of man". eeReir is a stem of unknown 
meaning: 
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eeReir-o eeReir-n-aR 


From this we may identify a number of suffixes. A typical suffix is the -aR 
group, often preceded by -n-: 


bouiol-n-aR 

kon-aR 

saanen-aR 

non-n-aR 

eeReir-n-aR 

leian-aR 

san-aR 

soro-n-aR 

bue-r-an-aR 

naR 

kananaR 

saro-n-aR 

bue-te-ir-aR 

kaR 

saka-e-o-aR 

sano-n-aR 

These suffixes show a typical agglutinative structure: 


-a -an-a 

-aR -n-aR 

-due-to-ar 

-ir-n-aR 


-an-aR 

-due-ar-ai 

-ar-an-aR 


-ak -i-ak 

-u -u-u 

-i -i-i 

-il -il-a 

-te -te-i 

-i-u-i 

-a-le-i 

-n-o-te-a 



The suffixes show some similarity with suffixes in the remnant non- 
Indoeuropean languages in the Mediterranean and Black Sea region. This may help to 
find associations and impulses for suggesting the approximate function of these 
suffixes. The most frequent suffixes in Tartessian are: -ar, -ir, -te, -i, -n-. The suffix -a 
is suggested to be similar to the determined article in Basque -a and in the language of 
the European substratum, Paleoeuropean (Vennemann 1994). Suffixes like -ar, -ir, -en, 
-to, -te also occur frequently in Iberian, -i and -ai are not found in Iberian, but in 
Etruscan, Elymian and Ratian (Schumacher 1994; Sverdrup 1998), and in the substrate 
in many parts of the Mediteranean (Hubschmied 1960). -i-ak is also found in Basque as 
marker of plural -ak, the ergative case -ik and with unknown function in North Pikene - 
ak. Some of the suffixes resemble some of the suffixes detected by Venneman (1994) (- 
i-ak, -a, -an-a ) in European toponyms as belonging to the language in Europe before 
Indoeuropean. The result of our comparison is a slightly higher incidence of similarity 
with suffixes in Basque, Iberian and Paleoeuropean. The suffixes occur agglutinated at 
the end of Tartessian words. Typical examples are Tartessian -an-a, to be compared 
with the Paleoeuropean -an-a, Tartessian -i-ak, to be compared with Basque -i-ak, 
Tartessian -ar-en to be compared with Basque and Iberian -ar-en. A short survey of the 
different suffixes is given below together with proposals for comparisons; -a, to be 
compared with Basque has the determined article nominative singular -a, Paleoeuropean 
of Vennemann (1994) also -a. -al, to be compared with Etruscan, Lemnian and Ratian 
genitive -al, archaic -la. North Caucasian genitive -aU-la. -an, -en, to be compared with 
Basque genitive -en or inessive casus suffix -n/-on, Pictish possessive -an/-on (Sverdrup 
1998) and the Paleoeuropean -an-a suffix series identified by Vennemann (1994). -all, 
carefully distinguished from -ar, appear frequently in Iberian, -ar, -er, -r, to be 
compared with Basque/Iberian nominative -ar, Pictish dative -or, -i, to be compared 
with Basque/Etruscan/Ratian dative -i. -ir to be compared with Basque nominative 
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singular -orl-ori, Pictish dative -or. -n- to be compared with Basque inessive -n/-on, 
Pictish possessive -an/-on. -os to be compared with Basque instrumentive - z/-oz , 
Indoeuropean genitive -os. -te, to be compared with Basque/Iberian/Etruscan locative - 
ti, -1, -thi. -u to be compared with Etruscan and Ratian -u and the Iberian enclitic particle 
-u "and". These comparisons do not prove anything, the similarities may be totally 
spurious, but may provide suggestions for possible interpretation. Tartessian can be 
securely classified as a pre-specifying, agglutinating language. 

9. Discussion and conclusions 

The questions remain of who were the Tartessians, the origin and nature of their 
civilization. In the world-wide survey of human genetics by Cavalli-Sforza et al. (1990), 
some pattern is visible in the region inhabited by the Tartessians that distinguish the 
people living there today from the population in the area of the ancient southeastern 
Iberians. This may suggest that the Tartessians were different from their Iberian 
neighbors, but underwent the same type of demic changes as the Iberians did, that is, 
unless the pattern was not created by later population movements. The implication is 
that several indigeneous populations around the Mediterranean successfully adapted 
agricultural practices and underwent demic expansion to such an extent that their 
language did not disappear. The reason for this must lie in differences in the basic 
subsistence conditions as compared to central Europe, where all the non-neolithic non- 
Indo-European languages disappeared (Renfrew 1987; Vennemann 1994). If we can 
understand what these differences were and how they worked on the transitional 
process, we may obtain a deeper understanding of such processes involved in cultural 
and language change. The genetic pattern in southwestern Spain would support an 
autochthonous origin of the Tartessians. Tartessian inscriptions yield a consistent 
language and readable texts with the proposed epigraphic interpretation. The script is 
alpha-syllabic with syllabic aspects mainly applied to I, d. It can be concluded for the 
Tartessian language: 

• The Tartessian script can be read to yield consistent and pronounceable texts if the 
standard paradigm for transcription is modified. The script applies a smaller number 
of syllables regularly and more alphabetic symbols as compared to Iberian. 

• Tartessian is similar in the suffixes, but in glossary different from the Iberian 
language. Tartessian is agglutinative and prespecifying. 

• In Tartessian we have not been able to find grammatical gender or clear signs of 
noun class systems. 

• Tartessian basic word order appears to be SVO, at least the names of the subjects 
appear to come first in the sentences. 

• The hypothesis that Tartessian is not genetically related to any other languages 
cannot be fully tested: 
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1. Relationship to Etruscan, Basque, Iberian or Paleoeuropean 

The hypothesis of no connection is undecided; The Tartessian language may be very 
remotely related to Paleoeuropean, Etruscan, Iberian or Basque, but the observed 
similarities are too few and we cannot prove anything. 

2. Relationship to Indoeuropean 

The hypothesis of no connection is not denied; The Tartessian language is 
morphologically and structurally different enough from Indoeuropean to exclude 
any genetic relationships. 


The Tartessian texts cannot be translated at present, and substantially more text material 
than presently available is required to improve the situation. The difference from 
Basque, Iberian, Etruscan or Paleo-European is substantial, and if Tartessian is a 
relative, then it is most probably a very distant one. 
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COMPARATIVE NOTES ON HURRO-URARTIAN, 
NORTHERN CAUCASIAN AND INDO-EUROPEAN 1 2 


Vyacesiav Ivanov 


After the discovery of the large Hurrian - Hittite bilingual text KBo XXXIP and 
some other recent results of the excavations, it has become possible to enrich Hurro- 
Northem Caucasian comparison inaugurated by I. M. Diakonoff' and continued by him 
together with S. A. Starostin 4 5 . The latter found recently a lot of new persuasive 
etymologies connected to the new data 3 . Some additions may be suggested in 
connection not only with Northern Caucasian but also with problems bearing on Indo- 
F.uropean. 

An old idea (expressed already by such a great scholar as Pedersen) on possible 
Indo-European elements in Hurro-Urartian 6 had been studied before the present-day 
revival of Northern Caucasian comparison. The question of the possible genetic 
connections of all these linguistic groups as well as of the links between them and 
Kartvelian was discussed at length by G. V. Dzaukian 7 . Although Dzaukian’s ideas 
were not approved by other specialists, the possibility of old (cultural) borrowing 
uniting Hurro-Urartian to Indo-European has been admitted 8 * . A definite progress in this 
field was connected also with using the new results of the Northern Caucasian 
reconstruction 7 , although the direction of borrowing in many cases has remained 
controversial. 

A comparable choice between several alternatives exists in the field of Etruscan. 
Starting with Thomsen, 10 whose remarks still are valid, several scholars have tried to 
show the importance of (Northern) Caucasian for Etruscan studies. Interesting ideas 
both on Etruscan and Urartian in their relations to Northern Caucasian were expressed 
by A. Gleye, 11 who might be considered also a predecessor of recent Kartvelian - Indo- 
European areal studies 12 . Unfortunately this trend of research did not bring success in 


1 A preprint of this paper has been published in UCLA Indo-European Studies, Vol. I (July 1999), p 147- 
264. 

2 Cf the study of Neu 1996 with further bibliographical references. 

4 Diakonoff 1967, 165; 1971, 157-171; 1978; 1980,103. 

4 Diakonoff, Starostin 1986; 1988 

5 Starostin 1995; 1998 

6 Diakonoff 1980, 104. 

7 Dzaukianl963; 1967. 

8 Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1995/1984; Xacikian 1985, 53-54. 

4 Starostin 1988. 

10 Thomsen 1899. 

" Gleye 1905. 

12 Klimov 1994, 8-9 with references to the other works by Gleye. 
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the early attempts to study both Urartian 13 and Etruscan 14 . Despite Marr’s unusual 
linguistic knowledge and intuition, these works had suffered from the lack of regular 
correspondences and mixture of data from Northern Caucasian (that was proved later to 
be cognate to Hurro-Urartian and possibly to Etruscan) and Kartvelian 13 (that shared 
many vocabulary items with Northern Caucasian and had several typological 
similarities to these languages, but still is considered as belonging to a different - 
Nostratic - macro-family, inside which its correspondences to Indo-European seemed 
particularly impressive). As a partial reaction to these attempts, several scholars have 
tried to find possible relations of Etruscan to Indo-European, particularly Anatolian and 
Greek 16 . Human, which is related to Urartian, and seems structurally similar to 
Etruscan, has given impetus to a new research in the direction of comparing these 
languages not only to each other but also to the rest of Northern Caucasian 17 . 

1. Hurrian endan “king” and the origin of Human -nd- (nasal + dental stop). 

The excavations in Mozan/ancient Urkesh have confirmed the meaning “king” of 
the title endan. It has been known from the foundation inscription of Tish-atal the three 
copies of which have been preserved (in a tablet and a plaque in Louvre and a plaque in 
Metropolitan Museum of Art): Ti-is-a-tal en-da-an lIr-keS KI “Tish-atal, the king of 
Urkesh” 18 . The archeological discoveries in Mozan/Urkesh have brought up numerous 
seals containing copies of a similar combination: Tup-ki-is en-da-an l!r-kes KI 
“Tupkish, king of Urkesh” 19 ); recently a copy with a logographic (Sumerian) spelling 
LUGAL “king” (= endan) has been found (G. Buccellati, personal communication). 

The meaning “king” definitely established by these new inscriptions was 
contradicted by Laroche 20 . He was suggesting instead the meaning “priestess” basing 
himself on the much later Hittite-Hurrian (Southern Anatolian- Kizzuwatnian) female 
name of an occupation SAL e-en-ta-an-ni- (in a ritual of the Hurrian goddess Hebat -KBo 
VII 60 and some other ritual texts) which might have contained the Hurrian suffixed 
article -nni 21 as well as on the Bogazkoy Hurrian or Luwian entassi- (according to 


13 See particularly Mescaninov 1935 with bibliography of his own earlier works and Marts works; Marr 
1922; 1933 (with a list of his publications). 

14 Cf Marr’s published and mainly more important, unpublished works enumerated in: Xarsekin 1961, 
488-490; Bogaevskij 1933; also Marr unpublished, Trornbetti 1928, see on TrombettiNemirovskij 1930. 

15 See also Gordeziani 1980. Typological parallels between Urartian and Kartvelian were investigated by 
Mescaninov 1962, 54-72. Recently the genetic relationship between Hurro-Urartian and Kartvelian has 
turned into a subject of vivid polemics particularly between G. Steiner and I. M. DiakonolT. 

16 Georgiev 1943; 1962; 1971; 1979; Xarsekin 1963; Durante 1968; Morandi 1984-1985; cf. the negative 
attitude in a critical survey: Beekes 1990, Villar 1990, 371-373; see on some Anatolian parallels also 
Laroche 1960a; 1966, 263; Cimburskij 1994 with further bibliography. 

17 Diakonoff 1980, 105; Ivanov 1983a; 1988; Orel, Starostin 1989. 

18 Parrot and Nougayrol 1948, Diakonoff 1967, 443, Pccorella and Salvini 1982, 15; Buccellati 1988, 31- 
34; Muscarella 1988, 94; Wilhelm 1998 (with detailed history of the research and references). 

” Buccellati and Kelly-Buccellati 1995-1996,9-14; 1996; 1997, 80-86. 

20 Laroche 1960, 192;1980, 82; following Laroche several scholars among them Nozadze 1978, 32-33, n. 
53; other references: Wilhelm 1998 

21 Laroche 1980, 214. 
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Laroche having either an abstract Human suffix -assi - 22 or the Luwian suffix -assi- of a 
possessive adjective which seems possible if one has in mind the Luwian-Hittite 
interrelationship in the Southern Anatolia of the last centuries of the Hittite Empire). 
Although the exact meaning, word structure and linguistic provenance of both the stems 
are not clear, Laroche’s hypothesis on their origin from Akkadian entu seems plausible. 
This Akkadian term for a priestess occurs in Ilittite-Luwian Kizzuwatnian rituals: SA 
E-EN-Tl V SA Lt, SANGA “of the priestess and of the priest” 23 . The same opposition 
probably is repeated in the Human borrowed terms endanni-: sankunni- 24 . But just this 
gender contrast of the two terms speaks against a possible connection of an Old Hurrian 
title of a male person to the Akkadian name of a female priestess (having the mark -t- 
of the feminine). The meaning “priest” suggested as a way out 25 could not help in 
explaining the difference of this title from the Hurrian continuation of the Akkadian 
borrowing. If Laroche is right in suggesting the latter then (contrary to his opinion) the 
two later words found in the Bogazkoy texts at the period of the intensive borrowing of 
Akkadian cultural and religious terms have nothing to do with the Old Hurrian title of a 
king. 

As to the origin of the latter it has been suggested that endan may contain the 
suffix -dan of the names of professions*'’ although it seems doubtful that “to be a ruler 
= a king” might have been supposed to be a profession; the known examples of this 
suffix (like abul-da-n(i) “gate-keeper” from a later Akkadian borrowing abullum > 
abut- 11 ) point to the other semantic field and belong to a much later period. According 
to Wilhelm* 8 en-dan is derived either from a borrowed Sumerian EN “ruler” 29 or from 
the Hurrian nominal stem eni “god”. 

As to Sumerian EN, it was the main social term in Ebla 30 where a contact to 
Hurrian is documented. Still, the way to derive from it the Hurrian title remains 
doubtful, since the suffix has a meaning that does not fit the derivation. 

The Hurrian noun eni- “god” appears in the form en- (without the final vowel of 
the stem) before the following -n- of the suffixed article 31 . In the Hurrian - Hittite 
bilingual text KBo XXX II 14 I 36 the Hurrian plural collective form e-en-za-a-ri = 
Hittite I)INGIR Mti “gods” is attested. It probably contains the phoneme [z] rendered 
by a cuneiform syllabic sign beginning with z-. The morphonemic alternation of 


22 Cf. llaas/ Wilhelm 1974, 135. 

23 KUB XL 2 Vs. 5’. cf. Starke 1990,206; cf. on Sntu- priestess in the festival KI. LAM; Haas 1994, 749, 
757 a. o. (with references) 

24 On the last pair cf.: Xacikian 1985, 66,132, n. 4. 

25 Diakonoff 1971, 111, n. 123, “a priest or a priestess'’"; Xacikian 1985, 6 , 9, 132, n. 4. 

26 Wilhelm 1989, 11. 

27 Wilhelm 1970; Xacikian 1985, 66 . See remark of G. Buccellati ap. Wilhelm 1998 on the function of the 
suffix that makes the derivation from “ruler” less plausible than that from the “god”. 

28 Wilhelm 1989, 11. 

29 Like Akkadian en-t-u, cf Xachikian 1985. 51 

,n Cf., for instance, on EN= malikum Diakonoff 1985, 329-330; on (in SU) EN-eb-la 14 “(in the hand) of 
the king of Ebla”, EN *A-du u “king of Adu Pettinato 1987, 26, 30-35 a. o. Other data from the 
neighboring areas: Wilhelm 1998. 

31 Cf. the forms in Laroche 1980, 81; Xacikian 1985, 153. 
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consonant phonemes is seen in the parallel later Bogazkoy forms e-in-sa-a-ri (VBo T 
14 10’ ), i-in-za-ar-ri (KBo XXXII 26 Vs. II 33’) 32 and Ras Shamra alphabetic Genitive 
Plural enz = cuneiform Hurrian e-en-na-a-*Se(/5i) and Comitative Plural enzr 
interpreted earlier as *enna-sura" The latter may be close to the form of collective 
Plural ens/zari 34 : compare the similar semantic roles of e-en-za-a-ri in ta-he-e-ni-wa a - 
a-al e-en-za-a-ri ma-a-ta-as-tab i-ti-i-ta (= nu-za a-pe-e-da-ni LU-ni DINGIR MtS se- 
e-er ha-at-ta-a-tar si-is-hi-ir in the Hittite translation) “to this man the gods have 
given (allocated/assigned) wisdom/insight” 35 ) and enzr =enzir in ashnzirm hldp enzir 
trnzirm hldp enzir “and you are elevated above the higher gods and you arc elevated 
above the lower gods’’ 36 RS 24. 278 l fl . According to Neu 37 the original suffix of the 
collective form enzari was -*sari. Denying the existence of such a suffix,’* Starostin 
thinks that the fricative consonant belongs to the root which he reconstructs as Northern 
Caucasian amsa with further distant Yenisseyan and Sino-Tibetan cognates 39 . Tn that 
case the Hurrian form enzari [enzari] contains the Plural element -{a)r widely 
represented in Northern Caucasian. As noticed already by Thomsen, the suffix is known 
in Etruscan in a similar grammatical function; see the identical opposition of Etruscan - 
ar (animate): -c(h)va (inanimate 40 ) and Abkhaz -r : -x'a. If Etruscan eis-er/ais-e/ar 
“gods” 41 is identified to Hurrian ens/z-ari “gods”, the loss of -n- before -s- should be 
supposed. 

Since on the one hand in Northern Caucasian all the words derived from the root 
have religious or spiritual meaning 42 and not a social one, and on the other hand 
phonetically it is not easy to reconcile the above given reconstruction and interpretation 
of enz-ari with the Hurrian form endan it seems that it is safer to try to find for the 
latter another historical explanation. 

A possible way to analyze the whole sentence in two variants of which (depending 
on the difference in the royal name) the form had been used was pointed out by 


32 A form with the suffixed article *-rn- >-rr-: Neu 1996, 139. 

33 Laroche 1980, 81; with some phonetic differences Xacikian 1985, 120, 153. 

34 On a possible meaning of -ra in such grammatical contexts as ID mkS HUR. SAG MFS -!>ura “rivers and 
mountains” cf. already Speiser 1941, 111 and n. 122 for North-Western Caucasian parallels 

35 See on the translation: Neu 1996,138-139. 

36 Cf. on the similar semantic opposition of the cognate ashui "upwards”: turi “down” in the bilingual 
text: Neu 1996, 186-188, 203-204. 

37 Ibid., 39, 139. 

38 It was supposed by Neu besides this noun in one word only, for which also another explanation is 
possible: Starostin 1995, 134, etymology 15; 1998, etymology 47 But cf. the other possible examples of 
the same suffix in 2 more words: Wilhelm 1992,135. 

39 Starostin 1995a, 188. If, as it has been suggested above, the Hurrian consonant is [z| the phonemic 
correspondences are a bit different, but still possible from the point of view expressed in Diakonoff, 
Starostin 1986 

40 Cf Olzscha 1968; Ivanov 1983; 1988, 216. 

41 The other explanation suggested already by Bugge 1909, 126-127 and developed later by several 
scholars (as recently as Steinbauer 1993, 299) is based on a striking resemblance to Italic forms like 
Umbrian esono- “sacred, divine”, but the direction of borrowing is not clear: an Etruscan source seems 
possible lor Eastern Italic forms. 

42 Nikolaev, Starostin 1994,243. 
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Diakonoff 43 . The final -n in enda-n is a copula of a pronominal origin 44 that expresses 
the relation between the subject and a noun used in the predicative function. 

The stem enda- ‘‘king” can be connected to Northern Caucasian nIwc(w)A 
“prince, ruler” reconstructed on the base of such words as Avar-Andi *nuco “prince” > 
Avar nuca-1 , nuci-ja-w “prince”, Proto-Western Caucasian *ndc:"a “god” > Proto- 
Abkhaz-Tapant *n<3c”a > Abkhaz (a)- nc'a “god”, Abaza nc"a “god” 45 . The semantic 
link between the name of a ruler (king) and the name of the god in IJrkesh may be 
connected to the other cultural data 46 ; the association seems universal for different 
Ancient Oriental traditions. 

The following phonemic processes should have occurred in Proto-Hurro-Urartian 
and Human in the prewritten history of the word enda-. The vowel in the first syllable 
of the stem was dropped as in some North-Eastern Caucasian languages and in Proto- 
North-Westem Caucasian. A prothetic vowel developed before the initial consonant as 
in many other Hurrian words 1 '. The final vowel was preserved. Labial sonants were 
dropped as in many other cases 411 . The affricate changed to a stop after a nasal. The 
special development of non-emphatic affricates in such a position has been discovered 
earlier 43 , but this particular case may be elaborated now. There are at least 2 more 
correspondences proving the phonetic law according to which the original combination 
nasal -r affricate > nasal+ stop : 

Ilurrian wa„-an-ta-ri-ni-na-a = Hittite logogram (Sumerogram) Lli ' 
Mt5 \lllllALDL\l “cooks” in the description of a feast in the Netherworld in the 
bilingual text (KBo XXXII 13 1 22- 11 22) is understood by Neu as a Plural with an 
article: *[ fandarinina], a syncopated form of this Plural reappears in another part of the 
text where a half-mythological story connected to Ebla is told: Hurrian pa-an-ta-ri-in- 
na = Hittite logogram LU ' me *MUHALDIM 50 The initial *f/v(a>- of the word for 
“cooks” is rendered in the bilingual text in the first case by a special cuneiform sign 
(combination of the sign for wa with a sign for a inscribed in the right lower part of the 
former) used only for Hurrian, Hattie and Palaic texts in Bogazkiiy archives to denote a 
specific fricative labial absent in Akkadian or Hittite. In the second occurrence of the 
form the same initial is written with the sign pa-. In the form beginning with this 
specific Hurrian fricative phoneme one may suppose a trace of the old Proto-North- 


43 Diakonoff 1967, 444; cf. Xacikian 1985, 122. Another view in Wilhelm 1998 and in Girbal 1990 
(according to Girbal there is no copula but only a pronoun indifferent to the opposition of persons). 

44 Diakonoff 1971, 128-129, cf. Laroche 1980, 174, Speiser 1941, 171-172; Xacikian ib. ; 1985a, 23. The 
alternative view according to which the whole group of the first 3 words in the inscription of Tish-atal is a 
subject of the following sentence (Nozadze 1978, 31-33) is refuted by the structure of the titles that appear 
as self-sufficient on the Mozan seals. 

45 Cf. on all these and other related forms: Nikolaev, Starostin 1994, 854-855. 

46 Cf. Buccellati and Kelly-Buccellati 1996, 75 and n. 55 (in connection to Wilhelm's etymology discussed 
above) 

47 Diakonoff, Starostin 1986, 22, correspondences 23-24, 51-52, correspondences 125-126; 5b, 
correspondence 144; 64-65, correspondences 166-167; Starostin 1995, 133, etymology 2. 

48 Starostin 1998. 

49 Diakonoff, Starostin 1986, 41. 

50 K Bo XXXII 15 1 27’-28’- II 27’-29\ Neu 1996, 260, 336-337, 339, 450, 110 
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Caucasian prefix of the plural of the class of the male human (“reasonable”) beings. 
After the final group of suffixes -in(i)na- is separated the remaining stem (f/va)-ndar- 
may be directly identified to the Proto-North Caucasian MmdzEr- “to bake, roast” 
reconstructed on the base of the verbs like Lezghi * ? ic:ar- “to bake, roast, to boil” > 
c:ra, Archi car-, Chechen att- “to bake, roast”. Northern Western Caucasian z w a- “to 
roast, bake” > Ubykh z w a- (particularly in the second parts of compounds) etc. 5I ; Hattie 
-suwa in a compound hanti-p-suwa “cook” 52 . If as supposed by Nikolayev and 
Starostin the Western Caucasian labialization is caused by a lost class prefix it might be 
interesting to compare it to the frozen prefix in a Hurrian noun derived from this root. 
The following phonological changes occurred in Proto-Hurro-Urartian and Hurrian. The 
initial vowel of the root was fused with the final one of a class prefix. The front short 
unrounded vowel *E > Hurrian a 53 . The group *mdz > -nd 54 . 

Hurrian adjective and substantive (relative noun in Fillmore’s terms) [f/va/end- 
a/i] “right; the right (side of the body )” (opposed to saphaldi “ the left [side of the 
body]” 55 ) is written with the first syllable mostly rendered as wa a - (wa a -an-ta-ni he- 
ra-a-ri “the right sinew = the right upper arm” in the curse repeated 3 times in the 
Hurrian-Hittite bilingual text, KBo XXXn 14 Rs. 37) but rarely as pa- :pa-an-ta-ni (pa- 
an-ta-ni he-(e]-ra-a-ri in the same curse, ib. 59 and I 48-49 56 ), cf. also wa„-an-ti-in 
“on the right hand” in the description of the feast in the Netherworld in the same text, 
KBo XXXII 13 I 25-26 >7 ; the spelling with the initial pa- is attested once in Mari, but 


51 Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 643; Trubetzkoy 1930, etymology 98; 1987, 279; Starostin 1987, 462. 

52 Ivanov 1985, 47, etymology N 47. 

53 Cf. Diakonoff, Starostin 1986, 67. 

54 Cf. on the change m>n in the other positions (before a velar): Starostin 1988. 

55 Wegner 1995, 122-123 (N 9) and 124 (N 12). Hurrian saphaldi “left” seems to have particular 
importance for the entire problem of the phonetic shape of a whole group of terms common to Hurrian and 
the other Northern Caucasian languages, on the one hand, and to Indo-European, on the other (see on this 
problem below, in the section dedicated to the name of horse). The Hurrian word was identified genetically 
to the dialectal Eastern Caucasian *cHapV-IV- “left” reconstructed on the base of Dargwa *£ipil “left” > 
Chirag dialect cipil “left”; Lezghian *caIpVI- > capla “left”, Agul calplan “left” (Diakonoff, Starostin 
1986, 54; Nikolaev, Starostin 1994,341); a resemlance of the word to Modem Persian (Farsi and Tadzhik 
borrowed into many other Iranian languages) cap was mentioned as an alternative less plausible possibility 
of an Iranian borrowing in Eastern Caucasian. But it seems that the word is truly connected to Cuneiform 
Luwian ipala- “left” (with a regular loss of the initial consonant, Melchert 1994, 254). As Cop first 
suggested the Luwian word inside Indo-European is cognate to Tocharian B SwSlyai, A Sillyi “on the left” 
< *$pal- (with the palatalization of the initial Indo-European velar consonant before a front vowel that had 
disappeared later in Tocharian, but cf. also parallel Iranian forms: Ormuri cela/cel a “left- about hand”, 
Efimov 1986, 69). Phonetically the relationship between the forms can be explained only by a supposition 
of an early borrowing of a dialectal Indo-European satdm lexeme (of the type of the Proto-Iranian 
prototype of Persian cap) into Eastern Caucasian dialects and Hurrian. The Luwian word goes back to 
another Indo-European dialectal satdm form while in Tocharian the original centum shape changed in the 
period of the later Tocharian palatalization. The difficulties connected to the word seem to be particularly 
intensive since it became a cultural migrational term as shown by Altaic correspondences. But in this case 
it is definite that the direction of borrowing was from Indo-European into Northern Caucasian and Hurrian 
and that the forms were borrowed from a satdm dialect. Also important seems participation of Luwian, 
Tocharian and Iranian in these lexical contacts. 

56 Neu 1996, 152-153,191. 

37 Neu, ibid., 263-264. 
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several limes in the Bogazkby texts 38 . According to Laroche the proper names like 
YVandi-ku may belong to this root, but a similar Nuzi male proper name Wa-an-tar-ku 
(cf. also Wa-an-ta-ri, Wa-an-tar-ki-in-tar’ 9 ) contains a fonn like the stem discussed 
above (if -r- is not a suffix here as it seems from the opposition wand-i-: wand-ar-), 
but these names show no trace of the article. The proper names like Pend-ip-sarri (a 
priest of Hurrian Ishtar-Shaushka, father of the Hittite queen of the Ilurrian dynasty 
Puduhepa 60 ), Nuzi Want-ip-sarri 6I , Bant-ip-senni are supposed to contain want-/ 
went- “right” 62 (= not wrong), but if they are not connected to this root they may have 
the passive stem of a verb in -i- 63 , see below on the verb with a similar stem. 

Just as in the form (the name of the “cooks”) discussed above in the initial 
syllable of w/v/f-and- “right” one may see the class prefix. In that case the stem -and- 
“right” can be identified to the Northern Caucasian Hlandz.F. “right” reconstructed on 
the base of Avar-Andi * turned - “right” > Andi hancril etc. M ; a combination of this 
Hurrian adjective with the noun herari “sinew - upper arm” (see above) can be traced 
back to Proto- Northern Caucasian since both the words belong to the inherited 
vocabulary 63 and very often form compounds based on the old phraseological 
combinations. In the Northern Caucasian stem “right” the following changes are 
supposed. The initial laryngeal *H- was either lost or not represented in the cuneiform 
orthography. The vowel of the root was preserved. The final group nasal i affricate was 
reflected just as in the other words discussed above. 

Besides these three etymologies (endan, f/vantar-, f/vant-) in which one can 
safely suppose the traces of the suggested phonetic law there are some other Hurrian 
words in which the same origin of the group nt/d- is possible. Thus in the verbal stem 
pcnd-/pind- = Hittite appa tarnu- “to let come back, to return, to set free”, Akkadian 
SAPARU(M) “to send” (in the bilingual text KBo XXXII 15 1 16-11 16; IV 6-7- III 6- 
7 66 ) one may suggest a frozen class prefix p- as it was found in several other Hurrian 
verbs 67 . The last part of the stem -e/ind- may be compared to a Western Northern 
Caucasian *-did “to move back, to return” > Proto-Adyg-Kabardian -did (suffix of a 
reverse action) > Kabardian -id; the Western Caucasian morph is traced back to Proto 


58 Laroche 1980,293-294; Xacikian 1985, 36-37,142; Haas/Wilhelm 1974, 94, Wegner, ib. 
s5 Cassin, Glassner 1977,164 

60 Laroche 1966, 144; Haas/Wilhelm 1974, 4 

61 Cassin, Glassner 1977. 165. 

62 Xacikian 1985,142, n 68 

63 Nozadze 1978, 65-67 on this type of compound proper names. 

M Nikolaev, Starostin 1994, 544-545; S. A. Starostin has informed me that he has also considered a 
possibility of this Hurro-Northem Caucasian comparison, although did not find it absolutely safe. 

65 See on the iatter: Starostin 1998, etymology 14; the Northern Caucasian protoform *xwT ? rV “vein” is 
discussed in Nikolaev, Starostin 1994, 1064-1065; Trubetzkoy 1930, etymology 71; 1987, 278; Starostin 
1987, 459. According to etymology ari should be a suffix. The same combination of the name of the 
“(upper) arm” (with another suffix: -hi instead of -ari, cf. Neu 1996, 153; Wegner 1995, 122-123 on 
herarisherahi) with the adjective pandani occurs in the ritual of Ishtar K U B XXVII 1 Vs. II 4, Salvini 
1977, 82; Wegner, ib. : pantani hirahi “the right upper arm (of Teshop)”. 

66 Neu 1996, 323,348, 521. 

67 Starostin 1998, etymologies 34-36. 
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Northern Caucasian verbal root *ic wE “to come, lo return” (> Avar ac -in- with -n- 
conjugation that is supposed to be of a later origin 68 ) that in many Eastern Caucasian 
languages is contained in verbs used mostly (or only as in Khinalug) with locative 
preverbs. If in Proto-Hurro-Urartian (or an early dialect that had been its historical 
parent) the morph of this origin was preceded by a nasal element being either a local 
preverb (as in cognate Eastern Caucasian stems, but cf. also in Western Caucasian 
morphemes like Adyg-Kabardian directive verbal prefix na- of a pronominal origin) or 
another verbal stem (as in Western Caucasian) the resulting group might have 
developed into Hurrian nd- But this conjecture is purely hypothetical since no such 
combinations are attested in Hurro-Urartian, and their structural relation lo the initial 
prefix (supposed to be a class one) is not clear. Besides, the type of the Proto-Northern 
Caucasian affricate is different from all the other examples studied above. If one 
operates with very short morphs with rather broad meaning as is the case with most 
Northern Caucasian verbal roots the degree of certainty is much less than in case of 
larger lexical units having some specific connotation. 

Since the cases discussed above seem transparent 69 , it is possible to state that 
from the phonetic point of view the suggested etymology of Hurrian endan is quite 
possible. 

2. Hurrian tari- “fire” : Avestan Star “fire”. 

Among Hurrian words identified due to the bilingual text the noun tari- “fire” has 
been defined in the sentence containing a curse: a-mc-la-an-ni ta-a-re-es Hittite ma- 
a-na-an pa-ah-hu-e-na-an-za ar-ha wa ar-nu-zi “let the fire bum him completely" 70 
(KBo XXXII 14 I - II 6-7; repeated twice). In the verb a common Hurro-Urartian stem 
am- was found reflected also in Urartian am-ast- used exactly as the same Hittite 
adverb-verb combinalion lo describe the fate of the hostile countries in royal 
inscriptions. It is compared to Northern Eastern Caucasian *Vmha- “to burn, to be 
warm” > Chechen mela, Tabasaran man! 71 . But the Hurrian word for fire is not from 
the traditional Northern Caucasian vocabulary. Tt seems to be borrowed from Iranian. 


’ Nikolaev, Starostin 1994, 627-628. 

09 In previous studies some possible examples with another development of the group nasal+ affricate in 
Hurrian were discussed: see e. g. on anz-an-uhh- Diakonoff, Starostin 1986, 23; Nikolaev. Starostin 
1994, 262; but the meaning of this verbal stem is not yet clear enough (see Neu 1996, 350; cf. Nozadze 
1978, 63-64) 

™ Neu 1996, 104-107; Wilhelm 1992, 134 (further references). The Hurrian Ergative is translated by the 
form of the Hittite Ablative of a quasi-ergative (or animated neuter) in -ant- (cf. on the form Hoffner, 
Giiterbock 1994, fasc. 1, 12). The Hurrian Absolutive tar-ri-ya in a fragment of the Kumarbi epic KUB 
XLV 61 Vs. 11 1 may correspond to stem |pa-]ah-hurin KUB XXXIII1151 3’, although both fragments 
are damaged and the contexts are not clear. 

71 Starostin 1998, etymology 4, with corrections to: Nikolaev, Starostin 1994, 807; cf. also North Western 
Caucasian ‘ma-c’, “fire’ with an unexplained morph ma-, Trubetzkoy 1930, etymology 38; 1987, 276; 
Starostin 1987, 456-457; Nikolaev, Starostin 1994, 354-355 (see on Hattie Ivanov 1985, 50). On Urartian 
contexts: Melikisvili 1960, 389; Mescaninov 1978, 38 (an attempt to find the noun for “fire’ in this form, 
ib., 37, is wrong). 
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Avestan atar (Middle Persian ataxs) denotes particularly the sacred and deified 
fire 72 . The archaic ritual meaning (the ancient date of which is documented by the Old 
Indian atharvan “ the [fire] priest > sorcerer, magician” 7 '’) has been preserved in 
Ossetic folklore compound Aert-xO/oron “the deity of Fire and Sun who may be 
benevolent but is also in charge of skin deseases; a sacred New Year cake dedicated to 
this god and eaten by the whole family but not by the strangers” (cf. the same Eastern 
Iranian elements in the reverse order in Sogdian ywr’rS [*xor-ar0] “the fire of the 
sun”, old Ossetic god name Xur-at-xuron <*xur-art-xur-on “Fire, companion of the 
Sun” 74 ) and possibly in Scythian: I'cvbupraia] (read instead of the distorted 
TeuSapTaKij) • Aotpoc tv iKoOta gEia to kgyopevov opo? ayiov (Steph. Byz.) - 
*fsand- “holy” + art “lire” 75 . The word is continued in the other Eastern Iranian 
languages (Khwarazmian ’dr, Bactrian aO(o)so “fire”, Sogdian ”tr, Yagnobi ol “fire”, 
Afghani or, Pamirian Shugni yoc, Yazguliam yec, Mudzhan yur, Yidga yur 7 *) and in 
Western dialects (Kurd ar). The number of the Indo-European cognates with the same 
suffix 77 is restricted and, although they are closely related semantically, usually they do 
not have the primary meaning “fire”. It is usually accepted that the word is connected to 
Latin ater “black” (< blackened by fire), atrium ‘forecourt, half (originally a place 
where the smoke from the hearth escaped through a hole in the roof, cf. Avestan atrya- 
“ashes”, Buddhist Sogdian ”s’kw “ash”, Mudzhan yexyo “ash”, Sarykol 0er, Shugni 

72 Bartlioloinae 1979, 312-315, Abaev 1958, 69-70; 182; Perixanjan 1973, 442-443 The particular 
importance of the word is motivated by its being the centre of the whole semantic field of the fire lore that 
was essential for the Iranian (and earlier Aryan) religion: Hertel 1925; 1927; 1929; Abaev 1949-, II (in the 
second volume prohibited by Soviet censorship an important study on the Iranian fire cult has been 
contained); Kramers 1954; Boyce 1968; Perixanjan 1983, 161, 335, 337. 

/J A possible borrowing ffom Iranian (Benveniste 1969, 282) that should be very old. Cf. Avestan atrdvax 
‘the second fire priest”, Barlholomae 1979, 318-318. Middle Persian aturvaxsfh ‘the fire priest of lower 
rank’, Perixanjan 1973, 443 The exact phonetic prehistory of Avestan aOaurvan “priest” (the highest 
social rank, Benveniste 1932) is still unclear. 

74 Dumezil 1978, 141-142. According to Dumezil’s interpretation the name in an archaic Ossetic prayer 
written down by Gatiev 1876, 21, should be understood as “Sun-Fire, the son of the Sun” (cf. on this 
already Miller 1882, 266-267). In Avestan religion the Fire is the son of the principal god Ahura Mazda. 
The form was borrowed into Slavic as a name of a fiery demon or bird, Czech Rarog, see on the different 
sound shapes of the word (with a different Iranian etymology): Jakobson 1985, 7, 26-28,47-52. 

75 Vasmer 1923, 57; Abaev 1949, 158. Less clear is the interpretation of the name ApOaporv (* a0r “fire” 
+ a-man- “to teach, to show; to adore”> Ossetic amonyn used also in mythological names, cf. Milcwski 
1969, 157, on the meaning of the Ossetic verb: Abaev 1958, 52-53, and Zgusta 1955, 70, for other 
suggestions). 

76 Benveniste 1929, 91; Steblin-Kamenskij 1981, 321, Griunberg 1972, 391; Xromov 1972, 121, 127; 
Sokolova 1967, 14, 125; 1973, 9,48; Edel’man 1986, 172-175 

77 The root is connected to the Hittite verb ha-/a-/ay-/e-/(w)a- “to be warm, to be hot”, but see on the 
difficulties in reconstructing the initial (even synchronically for the Hittite rhyming formations): Puhvel 
1984. 9-12; on *Hai-dh- (Old Irish aed “fire”) Stuilevanl 1942a, 45, Pokomy 1959, 11; Watkins 1985,1. 
Theoretically Iranian atar might have belonged to the same Eastern Indo-Eropean (Greek-Macedonian 
Iranian) stem as Greek Homeric aithjp “the upper air, the purest and most elevated radiant part of the 
atmosphere”, Macedonian adipovpavot; (with a morphonological loss of the final*-r, see as a parallel 
formation also Tocharian B e/iprer, A eprer “atmospheric space”), but several phonetic irregularities in 
correspondences point to taboo distortions quite understandable in an important sacred term. According to 
Jasanoff (1979, 145) the Armenian verb ayr-el “to bum” (previously supposed to be related to the Iranian 
noun) is supposed to be a cognate of Greek aiOco with the same meaning. 
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Oir, Eastern Iranian *aOr-dana- “hearth” > Pamirian Rushan ra 60 n”hearth”), Latin 
atrox “frightful < black-looking” 78 An early Iranian borrowing with a still unexplained 
initial *v- is a common Balkan-Carpathian areal term for “hearth/fire”: Albanian vater, 
vatra “hearth; fireplace”, Rumanian vatra “fire”, Gypsy vatro/-a “camp-fire > camp”, 
Hungarian vatra, Slovene vatra, Serbian vatra “fire” (ziva vatra “living = sacred 
fire”), Czech vatra, Polish watra, watrzysko, Ukranian vatra, vatrysce, Russian vatr- 
uska “a traditional cake with a cotton cheese put inside it” 79 . The spread of the word 
should have been connected with the prehistoric influence of the Iranian fire-cult. 

The same hypothesis may be suggested in connection to the Hurrian name of the 
fire. The source of the borrowing seems to be definitely Iranian since in the other 
languages the meaning is not exactly “fire”. It has been changed while borrowing from 
(Proto-) Iranian and accomodating it to the morphonemic structure of Hurrian nominal 
stems: the initial vowel has disappeared and the additional final vowel was added. The 
Iranian influence on Proto-Northern Eastern Caucasian 80 and Proto-Kart velian 81 is well 
documented. Still it is not clear whether the name of the fire was borrowed only 
because of the influence of the (Proto-)Iranian cult of the fire or it was a part of massive 
(Indo-(Iranian lexical borrowing in Hurrian the other traces of which have to be found 
(the supposed influence of the Mitannian Aryan might have belonged to the period after 
the composition of the bilingual text). 

3. The meaning of the Hurro-Urartian stem pur(r)a- and the Hurrian name m Purra- 
(with a note on Latin puer-). 

As it was discovered by Laroche according to the four-language dictionary from 
Ras Shamra (RS quadr. 137 III 4) Hurrian purame= Sumerian iR = Akkadian ardu = 
Ugaritic (')abdu means “slave, servant” S2 . When Laroche anounced his discovery in his 
talk on “Rccenles contributions de Ras Shamra au lexique hourrite” on August 10 th 
1960 at a morning session of the XXVth International Congress of Orientalists in 
Moscow Diakonoff immediately suggested the Hurro-Urartian etymology: Hurrian 
pura-me is equivalent to Urartian b/pura- “slave” 83 . The former contains a suffix -me, 
cf. -pSi (<*-ama5i 84 ) in pura-psi "priest = servant of the god” (the stem is intepreted as 
[*pora-] 85 ). The latter is semantically close to Urartian male proper name ra Haldi-pura 


78 Emout, Meillet 1994, 53-54; Sokolova 1967, 14; 1973, 76, n. 2; Edel’raan 1986, 173; Pokomy 1959; 
69; Watkins 1985, 4; Delamarre 1984, 179. 

79 On areal distribution: Klepikova 1973; Hamp 1976; 1981; Huld 1984, 124. The supposition that the 
Gypsy borrowing from Iranian had been a source for all the other areal terms (Macek 1957, 124) cannot be 
proved. The Gypsy word (see on the form in the Czech area dialects: Jesina 1886, 97, 105) is supposed to 
come from Rumanian (Wolf 1989, 239, N 3648; Boretzky/Igla 1994, 298). 

80 Starostin 1988, 113-114 with bibliography; particularly the name of “mountain, hill” shows a specifical 
Iranian form and may be important to define the characteristic features of the landscape of the contacts. 
See above on the word for “left side”. 

81 Klimov 1994 with references. 

82 Laroche 1980, 205 with references. 

83 Diakonoff 1963, 60; 1971, 77. 

84 Laroche 1980,206. 

85 Cf. Xacikian 1985, 48, 58 
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(= n " 1 Hal-di-iR 8< ’) “the slave of the god Haldi” derived from b/pura “slave” (this noun 
is often used in a similar combination with the name of the god 87 ). It was supposed that 
it was cognate to Proto-Eastern Caucasian *bHSLi > Lezghian p' az “natural child”, 
Tabasaran baj “boy, son” 88 

The noun purammi- (with a double spelling of -mm- different from later texts 
and possibly connected to prosodic features as probably also -rr- in purra-) is attested 
in the part of the Hurrian-Hittite bilingual text that deals with the main topic of it that is 
the setting free (kirenzi 89 ) of the slaves or prisoners including also the god Teshop 
which is to be set free. The Human sentence ki-ru-un-na pu-ra-am-mi-ib ki-i-ru(-)nu- 
ul-mi-ib is translated by the Hittite tu-el iR U/1M GEME I/LW pa-[ra-a tar-na] (KBo 
XXXII 15 IV 2-3 = III 4) “let your male slave be free, let your female slave be free”. 
The noun ulmi- “female slave” discovered in this bilingual text 90 may have the same 
suffix -mi as pura-m(m)i- ‘male slave”. With a possible metathetic change and 
semantic specialization the root ul- may represent the same stem as that of Urartian lu- 
tu “women” 91 . It can be supposed that in the same bilingual text the Hurrian stem 
pur(r)a- (without any suffix and with a double spelling of -rr-) is represented either 
only in a male proper name that originally might have had the meaning “Slave” or also 
in a noun with a generalized meaning “the Slave = slaves as a social class”. The 
interpretation of the word as a male proper name is made necessary by the use of the 
determinative in the beginning of the part concerning Ebla: Hurrian na-ak-ki-ma m Pur- 
ra-an a-az-zi-i-ri ta-am-ra e-bi-ir-na za-a-zu-lu-u-u5-te-ri - Hittite ar-ha-ma-an 
lar-n[a m Pur-ra-an-pa]t EGlR-pa pi-ya-an[(-t)a-an A. NA IX LUGA]L mes ku-is a- 
da-a(-an-na) pi-is-ki-iz-zji “and set free also Purra (= The Slave or Priest = Servant of 
the God), the prisoner (‘the one who is given back’ according to the Hittite version), 
who has to (or will) give food to nine kings” 92 (KBo XXXII 19 Vs. 1 3-4 = II 2-4). It is 
possible that the -n in Purra-n is a connective syntactical element (comparable to the 
copula-n in enda-n) that expresses the link between the proper name and the following 
noun related to a participle 93 . The idea that one person is (or will be) feeding 9 kings 
makes it clear that the narration although associated to the history’ of Ebla is to be 
understood as a mythological one. In a parallel tablet KBo XXXII 20 Rs. IV 16-17 the 


80 Diakonoff 1963, 51.90,94 

87 Melikisvili 1960, 362; Gvaxaria 1963, 335; Mescaninov 1978, 91-93. 

88 Cf on the etymology and on quite different variants of the suggested Northern Caucasian 
reconstruction: Diakonoff, Starostin 1986, 16; Nikolaev, Starostin 1994, 298-299 ; the etymology runs the 
risk of not taking into account universal spread of such ‘baby” terms. 

87 Neu 1996, 9-12 with references. Regarding the equivalent Akkadian term addurdrum it is important to 
have in mind the previous discussion of the term: Larsen 1976, 63-75. 

90 Neu 1996, 346,451, see on the other ocurrences of the word: Laroche 1980, 280 

91 See on a Northern Eastern Caucasian etymology and the morphological structure of this collective 
plural: Diakonoff, Starostin 1986, 27; Nikolaev, Starostin 1994, 765 (the Northern Eastern Caucasian stem 
was discovered by Trubetzkoy 1922, Etymology 5, 1987, 239; Starostin 1987, 443). The idea on the 
Northern Caucasian borrowing in a Lycian word for “woman” has been often suggested. 

92 See on the translation Neu 1996, 396-402; the modal meaning may be suggested as an alternative to the 
ftrture sense that is supposed by Neu. 

93 Cf. Speiser 1941,171-172, Laroche 1980, 174. See above on another view in Girbal 1990. 
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Human passage just cited is repeated. But before it a story of "Purra - in connection to 
the Eblaitic and other kings is told (cf. the equative form “Purra-nna and Genitive 
“Purra-wij : ib. , Vs. I 7’, 8’). Unfortunately without the Hittite translation that is 
absent or quite fragmentary it is impossible to understand the plot; still it seems that 
Purra appears as an important historical and/or mvtholological person whose fate is 
miraculously bound to a stone 94 If his name is really connected to the noun purra- 
“slave” it can be understood as a part of the peculiar structure or the Hurrian-Ilittite 
epic poetic narration in which the topic of the slavery and of the slave/prisoner being set 
free is discussed on the example of the highest god of the pantheon Tcshop or of such 
an important Slave = prisoner as Purra-. 

In the other parts of the same Hurrian text the noun purra- is used without the 
determinative of a male personal name different for instance from the name of ”Me-e- 
ki which is always preceded by this cuneiform sign. In the corresponding Hittite text 
this determinative is used regularly with the Hittite “Purra. Thus the Hurrian noun is 
not translated but is simply transliterated by the Hittite translator (or later scribe 
copying the text) who understood it as a proper name (this is the interpretation followed 
by modem scholars 93 ). Accordingly just as in the previous cases it is possible to 
understand Hurrian Purra (as well as Hittite “Purra that renders it) as a proper name 
(possibly originally meaning “Priest < Slave of the God”). But as shown by Neu just in 
this part of the story the Hittite translation (that seems to have been written in the 
Middle Hittite period much later than the Hurrian text) differs from the Hurrian 
original. In the latter Purra does not rejoice (si-in-zu-uh-ha-am-ma a-ni-ik-ki Pur-ra- 
a-bi “in the second place (= on the other hand) Purra’s [heart, mentioned in the 
beginning of the whole passage only] does not rejoice” KBo XXXII 15 I 22'-23'). The 
Hittite rendering gives the opposite picture: ta-a-an pe-e-di-ma-kan A. NA “Pur-ra a- 
ap-pa pi-an-ti Zl-SV an-da du-us-ki|-iz-]zi “in the second place Purra, the one who is 
given back, rejoices in his spirit”, ib. , IT 23’-25’. No matter what reason has led to this 
discrepancy 96 it is accompanied by two more differences between the Hurrian original 
and the Hittite version In the Hittite text the determinative of a male personal name is 
inserted before Purra. At the same time the epithet appa piant- “given back” (that was 
already cited from the passage discussed above) is added to this noun. It seems that the 
Hittite translator experienced difficulty in rendering the Hurrian text. One of the 
possible reasons might have been the use of the stem purra in the ancient meaning 
“Slave” going back to the primary Hurro-Urartian stem. As the Hittite scribe or 
translator knew only the derived stem pura(m)me in this meaning it was not easy for 
him to grasp the meaning of the sentence that possibly meant originally “on the other 
hand the heart of the slave/the prisoner did not rejoice”. The Hittite translator or scribe 
understood purra as the same proper name that he met in another passage. But still he 
added a Hittite epithet hinting at the general meaning of the word. Of course our present 


94 Neu 1996,444-445,461. 

95 Neu 1996, passim. 

96 See on the possible causes: Neu, ib., 332-335. 
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knowledge of Human is not better than that of the hypothetical scribe. Thus the whole 
interpretation of this mistranslation remains highly controversial. 

In connection to this Hurro-Urartian stem a suggestion can be made concerning a 
possible Etruscan parallel. It has been discovered that Etruscan names of slaves often 
contain as their second part the stem por(a) 97 , sec a parallel in the Urartian name cited 
above. Although the Etruscan noun designating ‘slave’ is not yet known 98 it can be 
supposed that the stem -por(a)/pur- might have been used in this meaning 99 . A 
probable connection to Latin puer ‘boy, lad, child, slave, servant’ (cf. typologically 
similar semantic connection of names for slave and child in Slavic and other languages) 
has been discussed on the base of the compound names like Nae-por/Nei-pur/Naei- 
purs 10 ". The word puer 101 does not have a good Indo-European etymology: it is often 
included in a group of words probably cognate to Sanskrit pu-tra- “son”, Oscan pu- 
klurn Paelygnian puclois “to the sons”. Mars. pucle[s, but the latter may be derived 
from a root of onomatopoetic (“Kindersprache”) character that might have been spread 
universally and can not be studied by the normal comparative method 102 . 

According to Latin grammarians puer et in feminino sensu antiqui dicebant. 
quod esl anliquissimum carmen: men puer Starting with Mommsen this remark was 
used to explain the expression of the sacred language puer Jouis “the child (= 
daughter! ) of Jupiter” (Fortuna Primigenia) equivalent to the designation of the same 
goddess as Diovo. fileia ~ Jouis filiae inaPreneste inscription 103 . The expression seems 
close to such Urartian nominal phrases given above as “slave = servant of the God 
Haldi”. The Latin noun puer seems to come as a prominent part of the poetical 
vocabulary 104 comparable to that of the Hurrian-Hittite epic for the first time in Virgil: 


97 De Simone 1970. 

58 Rix 1963; Nemirovskij 1983, 127-134. 

Ivanov 1988, 212; still the exact ethnic identity of Roman slaves having names like Marci-por - 
latinized Marci-puer rests controversial (see on their “Thracian” character according to Georgiev: Poghirc 
1983, 57). 

100 Emout, Meillet 1994. 

101 Stem of the 11 declension in a short -6 pur-d-s > *purros >* pufrs > puer, Emout 1945, § 26; cf an 
archaic Vocative puer-e, PI. Pseud., 241; Merc. , 930, Asin., 382 If such a segmentation is deceptive, as 
Brent Vine suggests to me, from a purely descriptive point of view, the word is built with the *-ro- suffix. 
As the latter is non-productive in Latin, in this derivation an argument for a relative antiquity of the term 
may be seen. But if the word had been an old borrowing it might have entered the group of archaic nouns 
in -ro- due to later morphological reanalysis. On the reconstruction *puH 2 -ero- for the Latin word and on 
the other cognate Italic forms supposed to rest on put-lo- cf. Hajnal 1995, 130-131, n. 24. 

102 Cf. a similar case of Yagnobi pul(l)a- “child, boy”supposed to be either a result of the development of 
*pu0ra- or a “baby” word (Gromov 1973, 127-128) the onomatopoetic character of functioning of the 
word being stressed in pulla-mulla (pulla-mulla ast? “has he got children at all”, ib., 93). 

103 Emout 1947, N 13. 3; Dumezil 1966, 68, 411; 1956, 3 essay, 71-98 The reading according to recent 
editions as pointed out by B. Vine. 

104 As an example of the use in a lyrical poetical language some quotations from Catullus may be cited. A 
grotesque usage of the word in earlier archaizing poetical style may be seen in nec sapit pueri instar “he 
has not as much sense as the child”. Cat. Carm. XVII, 12, Fordyce 1978, 143. In id. LXIV, 95 Vocative 
sancte puer “O sacred boy” is used in a prayer-like appeal to Amor (Fordyce, ib. , 175; 291). The normal 
meaning is referred to in the description of the 4 states/ages of Attis in a descending order: id. LXIII, 63: 
ego mulier, ego ado(=u)lescens, ego ephebus, ego puer “I fam] a woman = castrated, T [was] an adult, I 
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puer is used as a sign of Ihe main topic repeated twice at the beginning and twice at the 
end of the famous Ecloga IV, 8, 18, 60, 61 105 . The theme expressed by Virgil in Ecloga 
IV probably was close to the Etruscan concept of time"’ 6 It may be supposed that such 
elements of Virgil’s native Latin vocabulary as puer might have been connected to his 
old Etruscan Mantuan heritage. 

It can be discussed in the light of the controversial importance of the Etruscan 
(Mantuan) tradition for the great singer of the legendary prehistory of the tribe 107 . 
Virgil’s own words that have been interpreted in different ways' 0 * definitely point to the 
extraordinary role of Etruscan constituent in the strength of his native city' (possibly 
uniting multiethnic groups). The passage repeats and stresses the name of the city', 
arranging its phonemes in a complex anagram, the parts of which are underlined: 

Ille eliam patriis agmett del Ocnus ah oris, 

fatidicae Mantus et Tusci fiiius amn is. 

qui muros mat risaue dedit tihi, Mantua, nomen, 

Mantua diues quis, sed non genus omnibus unum : 
gens illi triplex, populi suh gente quaterni, 
ipsa caput populis, Tusco de sanguine uires. 

(in Mandelbaum’s verse translation: “There, too, another chieftain comes who from/his 
native coasts has mustered squadrons: Ocnus, /the son of prophesying Manto and / the 
Tuscan river; Mantua, he gave you / walls and his mother’s name - O Mantua, / so rich 
in ancestors and yet not all/ of one race; for you arc the capital / of peoples rising from 
three races, each/the rulers of four towns; but you yourself / have drawn your chief 
strength from your Tuscan blood”). 100 

Recent archaelogical excavations in Bagnolo San Vito near Mantua have 
confirmed the role of the ancient Etruscan element in the city that according to a legend 
had been a centre of the Etruscan expansion to the North of the Po river 110 . As to the 
Etruscan origin of the name of the city mentioned in Virgil’s lines cited above it can be 
possibly traced back to Etruscan man Ova 1 ". 


[was] a young man, I [was] a boy”; cf. id XT!,9 puer as a designation of a young man as also in Hor. 
Carm. 1,5.1; on this meaning in an archaic context see also Dumezil 1973,310-311, n. 3. 

IDS Cf. Kettemann 1982, 513, see pueri, Aen., VI, 832, in a similar context of addressing the future. 

106 Sordi 1964; 1989, 20-28,78-79. 

107 Gordon 1934; Nardi 1935; Holland 1935; Krause 1937; Enking 1954; Eden 1964-1965; Bloch 1967; 
1972; Rawson 1978, 139; Timofeeva 1980, 25-26; Dury-Moyaers, Renard 1981; also Toporov 1993,78 IT. 
with rich bibliographical data). Among the gods mentioned in Aeneid there are several of Etrurian origin as 
Saturn-(ia), Perotti 1990, 17-19. 

108 See particularly Rosenberg 1913, 129-132; Altheim 1950; Nemirovskij 1978, 143-145;1983, 106-107; 
Dumezil 1979, 149-164. 

109 Mandelbaum 1981,250. 

110 De Marinis 1986-1987; Moscati 1987, 161, 243. 

111 Pallotino 1980, 247,373; see on mant(h)- Nemirovskij 1983, 174; also cf. the name of Etruscan 
goddess Mantuma, Emout, Meillet 1994. It might be interesting to compare Urartian toponym Mantupa 
(Diakonoff 1951, 42 (23); Arutiunian 1985, 135-136; sec on the names in -ua in Hurrian: Laroche 1966, 
354, and in Urartian: Mescaninov 1925, 45), although the identity of geographical names in such distant 
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4. Names of horse in Human, Northern Caucasian and Indo-European. 

It seems that one of the first important results of the Mozan/Urkesh excavations, 
at least from the point of view of the Indo-European studies, has been the discovery of a 
beautiful sculptural image of a horse head dating from the middle of the third 
millcnium B. C. 112 . From the much later representations of the horses, possibly 
continuing the same Hurro-Urartian tradition one may compare particularly a bronze 
horse head from Karmir-Blur (VTIIth c. B. C.) 113 . Findings in Mozan/Urkesh have 
shown a number of horse figurines coming from the store room of Tupkish’s palace 
(about 2200 B. C.), some of them representing the domesticated animal" 4 . These 
numerous figurines belonging to the next period of the history of Urkesh in the last 
quarter of the III mil. B. C. make it clear that the horse was extremely important for the 
life of the society. Particularly interesting are horse figurines showing the harness, and 
thus documenting the use of horses in transportation (G. Buccellati, personal 
communication). 

These unique signs of the economic and cultural role of a horse in the Northern 
part of the Mesopotamian area on the border of Asia Minor can be compared to the 
previously discovered much earlier figurines interpreted by some archaeologists as the 
images of the harnessed horse from the Balkanic area in the North-Western part of the 
Circumpontic zone 115 as well as to similar figurines of horses in the Volga region of the 
IVth mil. B. C. 116 Statuettes and vase drawings of horses and other signs of their 
importance and also their bones are found in Mesopotamia (in Ilafadzh, near Baghdad), 
Elam (Susa) and adjoining areas of Iran 117 . But it is generally supposed that into these 
more Southern areas the horse penetrated after its domestication in Northern Eurasian 
steppes. Chronologically close to the Near Eastern traces of a domesticated horse are 
bones of horses from Asia Minor of the Bronze Age period 118 . For a comparison to the 
Mozan/IJrkesh discoveries particularly interesting seem data on the neighboring Nor?un 
Tepe of a much earlier age 119 as well as on the other places of Anatolia: Demirci 
Htiyuk 120 and Yarikkaya where the horse appears at the second half of the IVth mil B. 
C. From this point of view it is interesting to compare data pointing to the early spread 


areas is not easy to prove; cf. also Human personal names and toponyms derived from mant, Laroche 
1966,113, 350-352; 1980, 166. 

112 Buccellati, Kelly-Buccellati 1988, pi. 1. 

113 Piotrovsky 1962, 341; Fig. 44. Arutiunian 1964, 187, Fig. 39. Other Urartian horse images: Xodzas a. 
o. 1979, Fig. 60. 124; Piotrovsky 1962a. 

114 Buccellati, Kelly-Buccellati 1997; R Hauser is publishing a description and drawings of the figurines 

115 Gheorghiu 1993, 1993 with references. The zoological interpretation of some figurines of quadrupeds 
(cf for instance an item from Gavra-VI: fig. 109 in Childe 1950,215) is not always clear. 

116 Kuz’mina 1996-1997, n 63 (detailed references). 

117 Noettes 1931, Hermes 1936, 19.36a; Potratz 1938, Wiesner 1939; Hancar 1955; Hansel und Zimmer 
1994 

118 Bokonyi 1978, 54; Piggott 1979,10; 1983; Meliaart 1981. 

“ 9 Zarins 1979,60. 

120 Rauh 1981; cf Boessneck-Driesch 1976; Bokonyi 1978, 54-55 (discussion of the possibility of 
domesticated horses). 
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of horses in the Transcaucasian area, particularly the adjacent Armenia (ancient Hajasa 
and Urartu) 121 ; the earliest trace of the horse in Georgia comes from Kvacxelebi in the 
very beginning of the III mil. B. C 122 . 

The domestication of the horse (as well as its earlier use in the cultic practice 
which is not easy to be distinguished from its later domestication on the basis of 
archaeological traces) is supposed by many scholars to have begun in the IVth mil. B. 
C. (or even earlier in the Vth mil. B. C.) The Caucasian Caspian area seems to be 
connected to the Lower Volga culture where the horse sacrifice and the horse cult are 
documented at a most early age (starting with the end of the Vth mil. B. C. I23 ) The 
traces of ancient wild horses and maybe of early horse-keeping and horse-breeding (and 
at least horse hunting) are found in the Volga steppes that make them one of the 
probable areas of the domestication of the animal in the second part of the IVth mil. B. 
C. 124 From the point of view of a monocentic idea of acculturation of plants and 
animals as developed by N. I. Vavilov and his followers, a unique area of domestication 
seems probable although the exact establishment of the differences between the wild 
horse (maybe Equus cabaUus Missii ) and a domesticated one is not easy 125 . The steppe 
region between Xvalynsk (in the Volga steppes) to the Ease Dereivka (on the Middle 
Dniepr in the North-Pontic region) and the Cucuteni-Tripolye culture to the West have 
been supposed to be a possible area of horse domestication and also a homeland of 
Indo-Europeans whose spread has been possibly connected with the use of horses 126 . In 
Dereivka many horse bones (probably showing that this was the favorite food of the 
population and a main object of hunting) were found. The supposition of bit microwear 
on the premolar teeth of a stallion from Dereivka 127 has become a I’aradebeispiel of a 
trace of early domestication. It is suggested that the early horseback riding originated in 
the same area, leading to enormous changes in the means of transportation 128 . Still the 
evidence seems scanty. In Dereivka a change in the teeth was found in one stallion, but 
comparable results are reported on 10% of horse premolars from Northern Kazakhstan 
in the second half of IV mil. B. C. 129 A question of a general character should be solved 
in connection to these findings. Specialists in hippology insist on the necessity of a 


121 Mezlumjan 1965 (with a suggestion of the domesticated character of horse from eneolithic village of 
Shengevit); Esajan 1966, 119; Levine 1990, 731. 

122 Kusnareva and Cnbanisvili 1970,110. 

123 Vasiljev, Siniuk 1985; Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1995/1984,1, 476; Kuz’mina 1996, 82-83 with references. 

124 Bibikova 1967; 1969. 

,25 Cf. Bogoljubskij 1959; Bokonyi 1974, 1978, 1980; Matolczi 1973; Uerpmann 1995; Adams, Mallory, 
Miller 1997. 

126 Anthony 1986; 1991, 209-213, fig. 1-3; 1994; 1995. Details of Dereivka findings. Telegin 1986. For a 
critical appraisal: Hausler 1994; Uerpmann 1990, 1995; Levine 1990, Mallory 1981. 

127 Anthony, Brown 1991; Anthony 1991, 204. But the direct non-calibrated radiocarbon dating of the 
skull of this stallion gives 290OH00 B. C. (Telegin 1995, 11) which does not correspond to the other 
chronological hypotheses concerning Dereivka (Mallory 1997a; Adams, Mallory, Miller 1997, 275-276). 

128 Sherratt 1983; Sherratt and Sherratt 1988, Antony and Brown 1991a; Anthony 1994; 1995 (with maps 
and tables). 

129 Anthony 1995. On the basis of cxpermental studies a suggestion has been made that the stallion from 
Dereivka was bitted over a perod of no less than 350 hours of riding. Anthony ib. , 559 (for the 
interpretation using the methods of experimental archaeology see Spruyette 1977; Anthony ib.) 
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friendly attitude to the horse seeing in it a necessary prerequisite to successful 
domestication and safe riding. 130 Is it possible that early stages of domestication were 
dominated by the opposite cruel attitude (probably simply due to lack of experience)? If 
not, then the damaged teeth point to the cultic use of a horse that might have been 
severely bitten before a sacrifice. 

Early data on the spread of horses were found to the West of the Black Sea on the 
Balkans as well. 131 It seems possible that not only the whole Pontic- Caspian area, but 
the neighboring parts of the Southern Urals, Kazakhstan and Western Siberian' 32 
regions also may be important for the early use of the horse as a cultic animal that later 
led to its domestication 

It is hardly possible that only one linguistic group participated in this 
achievement. Some types of domesticated animals were borrowed with their names 133 
(thus the spread of the Eastern Asian name like Sino-Tibetan *mraH/inrai| can be 
explained). No matter where the horse had been domesticated in this large area, 
according to Hancar’s work and some recent studies 134 it is only starting with the 
beginning of the II mil. B. C. that we find direct evidence on its military use to draw 
chariots in the Ancient Near East; to the same period the looped rods belonged that had 
been earlier identified as bridle-bit cheekpieces 135 . Before that period the proto-chariots 
(without yokes, poles and spokes) were drawn by oxen 136 (indications about these older 
devices are found also in the descriptions of battles in archaic Human mythological 
poetical texts, particularly in the Song of Ullikummi from the God Kumarbi cycle). 

The Hurrian data found by the Mozan/Urkesh excavations are quite exceptional 
from this point of view. Here for the first time the use of the horses in a palace economy 
and everyday life is documented for the last part of the III mil. B. C. (also in connection 
with the more advanced type of chariots, Buccellati and Hauser, personal 
communication). For the beginning of the next millemum the role of horses and also of 
special officials (RABl SI. SE. E ) who were in charge of them is known through the 


1,0 Starke 1995, pass. 

131 Semenov 1974, 294; Bokonyi 1974, 1978; Gheorghiu 1993; 1994; Hausler 1994, 1994a. On the other 
parts of Europe see Uerpmann 1990; Benecke 1994; 0stmo 1997, 288 (with bibliography). 

132 Levine 1990. It seems possible that the domestication of an Eastern Asiatic type of a wild horse has 
been reflected in the name widely spread in Sino-Tibetan languages (*mraH/mrSij) and borrowed into the 
other languages of Eastern Asia: Polivanov 1928, 52-54; 1968, 123, 337-338; Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 
1984/1995,1,471, 832; Peiros, Starostin 1996, 35-36 (N 126), see below on the words possibly connected 
to this term. Particularly interesting seems the problem of the precursors of the later Petrovka and Arkaim- 
Sintashta metallurgical city culture of the llnd mil. B. C. for which Iranian parallels were suggested, 
Zdanovich 1988; 1997; Kuz’mina 1997, 87-88 (bibliography). According to the typology established by 
Childe, metallurgy is needed for the work on chariots. 

133 Thus the Indo-European homeland need not be identical to the area of horse domestication. The ways 
of the spread of names and technical knowledge (particularly of the training devices) should be explored. 

134 Hancar 1955; cf. Bosch-Gimpera 1961, 71. The same view: Levine 1990; Trifonov 1987, 26, n. 28. 

!35 Trifonov 1994, 358; detailed litereature in Kuz’mina 1996, 84. 79-81 (arguments against the early 
spread of horseback riding). 

136 See on Littauer’s point of view: Anthony 1995. 
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Old Assyrian tablets from Asia Minor 137 . Approximately to the same period an archaic 
Hittite poem (originally composed in the old capital of Nesa = Kanish) mentioning the 
god Pirwa belongs (it is known through a copy of a later period). In Hittite texts the god 
is described as being connected to a horse ns and his name may be traced back to an 
Indo-European one 13 ' 1 , Theophorous names containing this element are well represented 
in the Old Assyrian tablets. The military function of chariots drawn by horses is first 
attested in the Old Hittite inscription of the king Annitta. 140 The outstanding role of a 
horse as a main domestic animal and terms related to its training are well documented 
in the old version of the Hittite laws. 141 Although it is not clear to what extent the 
Hurrian cultural influence could be found at this early stage in Asia Minor, in the next 
period the horse training in the Hittite Empire was completely determined by the 
Hurrian-Aryan Mesopotamian tradition of Mitanni. The Hittite hippological texts of this 
time are composed by Mitannians using Mesopotamian Aryan and Hurrian (and also 
Luwian) technical terms 1 ’ 7 . In the light of the Mozan/Urkesh discoveries it seems 
possible that this Mitannian tradition was not determined only by the Aryan influence, 
but might be to some extent continuing the older Hurrian customs, since the Urkesh 
period precedes this Hurrian-Aryan symbiosis of the second millenium B. C. Still 
linguistic data suggest an earlier Hurrian (and/or possibly Northem-Caucasian) - Indo- 
European contact in this particular branch of activity. 

The Hurrian name of horse is of utmost importance for this problem, as well as 
for the whole question of Indo-European origins and migrations, in so far as it is related 
to the domestication and use of the horse (Hansel, Zimmer 1994). 

The name was deduced by Otten from a partial Hurrian-Luwian-Hittite bilingual 
text belonging to the hippological cycle. After a short Hittite introduction a Hurrian 
passage mentioning horses (iS-Si-ya-na-a-Sa) is introduced, then a Hittite translation of 
a corresponding Luwian fragment follows where the horses are designated by a 
Sumerian logogram (K.UB XXIX 44 + 48 + 55 + K Bo VIII 50 = CTH 285,1 Vs. I 143 ): 


137 Kammenhuber 1961, 13 with references. On the meaning of this Old Assyrian term (probably “an 
official in charge of charioteers”?) cf. Starke 1995, 121, n. 244; Jankovskaja 1968, 38 and 220, suggested 
meaning “chief of stall-keepers”. 

138 lb , 36, n 142; Otten 1952/1953; Haas 1994, 412-425, 499, 782 a. o. (with bibliography). In later 
Hittite texts besides a sacred horse Erama in the (H)isuwa-festival a deified horse (written logographically 
d AN§E. KUR. RA “the God-Horse”, KBo XX 245 I 5’) is mentioned, Haas 1994, 417, 856, n. 32. But 
the name of the god is missing here, as well as in many places where the horse deity is meant; see the 
chapter on the horse deities and horse cults in the recent handbook by Haas 1994, 412-428. 

139 Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995, 695-696. 

140 Hrozny 1929; Neu 1974; Starke 1995,121, 124, n. 244. 

141 Gamkrelidze, Ivanov, ib. ; Starke 1995, 125. 

142 Kammenhuber 1961. On the relationship between native Hittite, Luwian, Hurrian and Aryan traditions 
in connection to hippology see now Starke 1995. The habit of praising good Urartian trainers of horses is 
still evident in the remark in Sargon TTs tablet about a part of Urartu (Subi) famous just for this ability of 
its inhabitants, Diakonoff 1951, 167; cf. Arutiunian 1964. 

145 Otten 1953a , 13; 1953, 24-29; Rosenkranz 1952, 3-4; Kammenhuber 1961, 150-151; Starke 1985, 
370-371. The text presents a later copy of the original dating around the fourteenth century B. C. On the 
interpretation of Hurrian and Luwian elements in respect to this text see now Starke 1995, 123 and n. 252. 
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4 /. NA E Lli ' m Hs (= is- for i§meriyas? 14J )-k4n an-da-an [...] 

5 si-pa-an-tah-hi nu D Pi-ri-i[n-ka|r flSTAR | 

6 hal-zi-ih-hi nu hur-li-l[i ki-is-sa-an ] 

7 is-si-ya-na-a-su pa-a-a|h-ri-e-e? l4S | 

8 D Pf-ri-in-kar °IST]AR 


9 lu-u-i-Ii-ma-at ki-i[ - a-an] 

10 A. NA AN E. KUR. RA HI A an-da as-slu-li J 

11 ar-du-ma-at 

“In the house of the coachmen [ ...? 146 ]' in the stable 47 I am delivering a prayer 
accompanied with sacrifices. And I am addressing Pir[inkajr (and) [(Hurrian) Ishtar 
(=Shaushka)]. And I am [speaking in / Hurrian [in the following way]: ‘Pirinkar (and) 
(Hurrian) lsht[ar] ( Shaushka)! [make] the horses prosp]erouslf’. “And in Luwian I 
[am speakingj in the follow]ing way]:" for the prosperity] of the horses apply 
yourselvesT. The interpretation of the divine name Pirinkir (that is connected to the 
horses and to the stable also in the festival CTH 644 148 and is considered to be a 
“Pferdegotlheil” 149 ) was given by Laroche l:,H on the base of the lexical equivalencies in a 
Meskene/Hmar list An: 

N185 NIN. SI,. AN. NA = D Wi-re-en-gi-ru-un 
N 205 U 4 . UG = D Bi -re-en-gi-ru-un 

N 206 U 4 . UG. URU. KI= D Be-re-cn-gi-ru-un ar-ta/du-ma-an-zi 

Thus the goddess P/Wirinka/ir- *|Firinki/arI arta (/du)manzi “of the city” that 
appears in Hurrian Bogazkoy texts in a sequence allai D Pirinkir “the lady [,] Pirinkir” 
(KUB XXXIV 102 II 12) was identified to the Mespotamian “(Great) Lion(ess)” (one of 
the images of Mesopotamian Ishtar-Inanna 151 ) and to the Babylonian goddess Ninsianna 
that was considered to be the planet Venus and was also quite similar to Ishtar or one of 


144 According to a suggestion by Riister and Neu 1989, 162, the cuneiform sign for 1,1 IS “charioteer, 
coachman” probably stands for the first syllable is of a Hittile metonymic Genitive 1,1 ismeriyas “man of 
the bridle, a palace official”, see on the meaning and suggested Indo- European etymologies: Puhvel 1984, 
429; Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995, 626; Melchcrt 1994, 155. 

145 A damaged continuation of the Hurrian stem [fahr-J “good” should contain one of its derivatives, cf. 
for those forms that appear in the texts: Laroche 1980, 292-293; Neu 1996, 66, 252, 434. 

146 A lacuna may be absent, Kammenhuber, ib. 

147 Cf. Urartian E (?) sur-i[s](?)-hi for which the meaning “house of belonging to suri- “ = “stable" was 
suggested, Melikishvili 1960, 206 (with references), a Karmir-Blur inscription on the harness N 118a. The 
unclear character of the form and meaning of the Urartian word makes any comparison to Proto-Northern 
Caucasian * ? iwi rl “bridle” too shaky. 

148 The horses seem to be the central symbol of the festival: KUB XXIX 56 + K Bo VIII 54; 83 + K Bo X 
44 + K Bo XXXIV 172 + V Bo T 128+ KUB LT 14 + KUB LIV 43, cf. Kammenhuber, ib. , 40-41, n. 4; 
Haas 1994, 416, n. 36. 

149 Haas 1994,415-416. 

150 Laroche 1980, 201 and 54, 1989,10 (spelling Wirengirun), N 206 corresponds to ^UM^AL^ 1 \ d UD. 
UG= UMU, cf. important comments in Gtiterbock 1982, 35; Haas 1994, 415, n. 32 (all the references in 
these publications are to the quotations from the list in Laroche). 

151 See Fauth 1981, Wolkstein 1983, 84-85. On the images of lions in connection with Ishtar, see also 
Trifonov 1987, 23 with further references. 
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her avatarn ]S2 . The image of a shining astral body explains why in the Bogazkov texts 
the goddess Piringar is a solar disc (KUB XXIX 71 I 13). She appears (as in the passage 
just cited) as belonging to the group related to Ishtar (Human Shaushka designated by 
the Mesopotamian logogram for Ishtar). Both deities are bisexual in Mesopotamia (in 
one Old Babylonian letter 153 ) as well as in Asia Minor: in Yazilikaya Pirinkir belongs to 
the group of the male gods according to Laroche and Giiterbock (N 31) 154 . In her female 
image she may be harmful 155 (is related to the sorcery and to the “curse”- Hittitc 
hurtiya , K Bo XXI 41 + Ro 69,) and is connected to the temple of the Black 
Goddess 156 . Her identification to a lion(ess) seen from the Meskene lists cited above 
was used by Laroche to explain the origin of the name. He suggested a phonetic change 
PIRIG. GAL> Hurrian Piringir 157 ; another etymology links the name to the highest 
goddess of Elamite pantheon of the lllrd mil. B. C. Pinikir 158 . 

As noticed by Laroche, the temple that had been built by Tish-atal was dedicated 
to the deity PrRIG. GAL, the Hurrian interpretation of which is given by the list from 
Meskene/Emar. His inscription cited above after introducing his title says: pu-ur-li 
“PIRIG. GAL pa-’a-as-tum “he built a house = temple of the god(ess) Great 
Lion(ess) 159 ” where the interpretation of the last verbal form as a transitive perfect (< 
participle) is confirmed by the equivalence: Hurrian pa-as-tu-u-um = Hittitc 6-e-te-et 
“he (has) built it” in the bilingual text KBo XXXII 15 Rs. 35-40, 48-49= 41-47, 50- 
52 160 . The main objection that has lead many scholars to accept the reading Nergal 
instead of PIRIG. GAL concerns the geographical and temporal differences in the 
attestation of the name (see Wilhelm 1998). But still there is a possibility of a very long 
Hurrian tradition connected to it. 

In the light of the recent Urkesh excavations and Meskene lists it can be suggested 
that the role of horses and their images near the temple (according to Laroche’s 
hypothesis) of The Great Lion(ess) in Urkesh might have been connected to the 
beginning of the old tradition still continued in the Human hippological rite of the 


l5! Langdon 1926,18, n. 1, 26. n. 4, 28, n. 4, 30, line 16,42 with references. 

151 Gate!bock. ib. , with further references; on Human Ishtar cf Archi 1977, 299 ff. ; Wegner 1981; 

Beckman 1983, 222-223 

154 Giiterbock 1982, 35, fig A and C. 

Cf Langdon 1926, 26, line 16: 

156 Kronasser 1963. 241 ; Haas 1982,180; Beckman 1983,169,182,187-188 

157 On the synchronic identity of the Sumerian logogram and the Hurrian name of the deity: Laroche 1980, 
201; that identification was accepted also by Giiterbock, ib. On variants of the name: Haas, Wilhelm 1974, 
179. For Laroche’s diachronical explanation of the origin of the Human name as a reshaping of the 
Sumerian one, the only possible difficulty consists of the final part of the word following the name of the 
lion(ess). Perhaps one may also think about a possible morphological adaptation, see the type of Hurrian 
names like Fazanigar, Neu 1996, 364, cf. also Pizikarra (ib. , 592: index s. v.) reminding of Piringar 
(*firii]a/ir may be an interpretation for the old Hurrian period, cf. variants Pi-ri-ki-ir /Pi-ri-kir). 

158 Haas 1994,415 (with references). 

159 Cf. Parrot, Nougayrol 1948, 14; Diakonoff 1967, 444; Xachikian 1985, 90; Nozadze 1978, 28, n. 44; 
before the Meskene/Emar discoveries (Laroche ib.) all the scholars followed the Hurrian reading of the 
divine name as Ner(i)gal, as Haas 1994, 542 (see on the same name in the Araphe region ib. , 544) still 
does although he cites Laroche’s findings. See also remarks against the reading PIRIG. GAL in Wilhelm 
1998, where the reading Nergal is also accepted. 

160 Neu 1974: 183-185. On the structure of the sentence cf. also Wilhelm 1998. 
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XlVlh c. B. C. cited above. Such characteristic symbols as the image of the reclining 
lion on the seal of Tupkish, the Hurrian king of Urkesh 161 , as well as of the image of the 
star on the seal of the Urkesh queen may be connected to the iconography of 
Mesopotamian Inanna-Ishlar approximately of the same period 162 . The bronze lions of 
Tish-atal in connection to which the inscriptions of the king were written seem to 
represent the lion(ess) image of the goddess. As to the Hurrian goddess Shaushka 
designated by the logogram of Akkadian Ishtar there are many indications of the ancient 
connection of this Mesopotamian and Anatolian goddess to the horse 163 , from the 
typological studies of the militant goddesses of the type of Hurrian Shaushka, some of 
whom have a lion-like image, 164 it is known that one original cult may be split into 
several deities at the late stages of the development of mythology"’ 5 The Great Lioness 
was originally only one of the avatars of Ishtar. Thus for the Urkesh period it is 
probable that the Hurrian reading of logographic PIR1G. GAL (if one accepts 
Laroche’s interpretation) might have been *Sauska that was at the same time *Eirii|ar. 
But more than half a millenium later the Hittite translation uses the verbal form of the 
second Person Plural while addressing both Pirinkar and Ishtar = Shaushka; they have 
become two separate deities retaining the link to the horses' 66 . It is possible that the 
latter may be explained by the military usage of horses important for the militant 
goddess. Since in the time of the Hittite Empire Shaushka was protecting mainly or only 
the members of the ruling Hurrian dynasty 167 it might be interesting that Hattushili III in 
his biography, while praising the protective force of Hurrian Ishtar, starts his carreer as 
“a man of the bridle”. Both this official position of a young prince and his life-long 
obedience to Ishtar may reflect the ancient Hurrian tradition. 

The Hurrian form iSsiyana&a “to the horses” in the ritual text quoted above 
contains a postposed (suffixed) definite article and a morph of the Plural. The stem 
issiy- “horse” has initial vowel i- Most of the other cases in the Bogazkoy texts have 
the initial vowel e- written with Pleneschreibung ; the Ergative Singular with a suffixed 
article e-es-se-c-nc-c-cs “by the horse (as an active agent)” (K Bo XI 19 Vo 17); an 
Absolutive Singular e-es-se-ni-e- (+ the associative-enclitic ma, K Bo XXI 18 10); a 
Comitative (e)-es-si-ra in a list of weapons and other military objects KBo XV 1IV 
23,37. Thus the main Hurrian shape of the stem may be essi- [essSJ; the corresponding 
Urartian noun is always hidden under a logographic writing or its Akkadian 
complement as in ANSE. KlIR. RA MEi -U-0 “horses” (- SISU *“*)“*. Since the 


161 Buccellati, Kelly-Bucccllati 1996. 

162 See for instance, Williams-Forte 1983, 189, fig 52, 92, fig. 92; 195, fig. 100;196, fig. 102. 

163 Leclant 1960; Comil and Lebrun 1972, 13-14; Haas 1994, 414-415; Levi 1951. 

164 Diakonoff 1990, 100, 145,158, 159, 170, 215 a. o. 

165 lb., 229, n. 129; Goetze 1974.132-134, Laroche 1980, 321, on the number of avatars of Ishtar; about 
the previous literature on Ishtar the Destroyer cf. Ivanov 1997, XIII-XV, n. 3. 

166 Still in describing the ritual for the goddess Laroche 1971, 126-127 (CTH N 718 with references) 
spoke of one deity “Ishtar-Pirinkir”, in the recent computerized version of CTH by B J. Collins 
(http://scholar. cc. emory. edu/scripts/ASOR/CTH718. html) the neutral spelling ISHTAR pirinkir was 
accepted. 

167 Laroche 1966, 293. 

168 The context is not clear : Melikishvili 1960, 158-159. 
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meaning of the Human word was discovered it has been supposed that it was an old 
borrowing from an Indo-European sutdm dialect 169 . Although it still remains as a 
possibility, the situation seems now more complicated and the importance of this word 
more evident. 

First of all it was supposed that the Hurrian name of “horse” might be related to 
the Northern Caucasian one reconstructed as *fii(nl£wt on the base of Lezghi * ? in§" > 
Lezghi siw “steed”, Archi nols “horse” (with a probable metathetic initial *n- and an 
original weak -*s" seen in the Ergative form niB-i); Avar-Andi * ? ic*a “horse, mare” > 
Avar cu “horse”, Andi ica “mare”, Akhvakh, Tindi and Karata ic"a “mare”; Lak 
“horse”, Khinalug psi “horse”; North-Western Caucasian *c w 3 > Abkhaz a -id “horse”, 
Adygh s3 “horse” 170 . To accept this Northern Caucasian etymology of the Hurrian word 
one should suppose that the nasal phoneme had been dropped at an early stage (as in 
most Northern Caucasian dialects that makes its reconstruction controversial), since 
otherwise the group *-nd- should have been expected (see above, section 1 of the 
present article). 

If the Hurrian form is traced back to this Northern Caucasian prototype, its 
relationship to Indo-European may be seen in the light of the general problem of the 
terms of cattle-breeding, agriculture and related semantic fields shared by these 
linguistic families. In a special work on this subject Starostin suggested that all these 
terms were borrowed from Proto-Northem-Caucasian (or from a dialect of it) into 
Proto-Indo-European in the beginning of the V mil. B. C. 171 possibly in the area of the 
Near East to the South of Transcaucasus 172 ; thus the term “Northern Caucasian” has 
only a traditional conventional meaning, since the protolanguage of the family was 
spoken in this Southern area. Among the forms discussed in this way, Starostin 
enumerates also the Northern Caucasian and Indo-European terms for the horse 17 ’. 
There are several questions that should be discussed in connection with just this 
particular group of words. 

First, the borrowing of the name for horse (as for many other domestic animals) 
should be motivated by its domestication. Although really to distinguish between the 
names of wild and domesticated horses is not easy 174 still the fact of borrowing points 
just in this direction and helps to connect linguistic and archaeological data. There is no 
reason to borrow a name of a wild horse. But immediately after its domestication the 
name is borrowed together with the necessary technical knowledge. Archaeological data 


165 Otten 1953, 25; Dzaukian 1967, 52, 181, n. 61. 

l70 Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 520, Diakonoff, Starostin 1986, 34; 1988, 179, Etymology 67; Trubetzkoy 
1930, 277, Etymology N 50; Starostin 1987, 458. Blazek 1992, 10, suggests also a link of the Indo- 
European and North Caucasian word to the Yenisseyan *ku ? s “horse” (understood by him as a second 


part of a compound), but see its explanation as a borrowing from a centum Indo-European dialect: 
Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995, 832,n. 2, and another North Caucasian etymology: Starostin 1995a, 240. 
The ancient Northem-Central-Asian area of the homeland of Proto-Yenisseyan (as seen through the 
hydronyms) seems to lie close to the region of the early domestication of horses. 

171 Starostin 1988, 153-154. 

172 Starostin 1985,89. 

173 Starostin 1985, 77, etymology 13; 1988, 114-115, etymology 2. 

174 Hamp 1990; Mallory 1996,9. 
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make it possible in the III mil. B. C., less probable in the IV mil. B. C., but not earlier 
(see the references above). In linguistic terms that means that the borrowing might have 
come through the dialects of the protolanguages that should have been dispersed by that 
time. But in that case the main argument given for the direction of borrowing (from 
Northern Caucasian into Indo-European, and not the other way) by Starostin loses its 
force since it applies to the bulk of the oldest borrowings and not to one isolated 
loanword. For all of them Starostin notes the absence of a special subsystem of simpler 
phonological rules in Northern Caucasian 173 . No matter how valid this reason for the 
bulk of the borrowings might be, it does not seem relevant for a name of a horse if it 
was borrowed much later. In that case one should take into consideration the phonetic 
correspondences. The fricative ss[s] in the Hurrian name of horse and a corresponding 
affricate *c (> s) in the forms of the other Northern Caucasian dialects corresponds to a 
Proto-Indo-European palatal stop *k’ that has become an affricate *( and then a 
fricative s/s in the Indo-European dialects of the satdm type. The same correspondence 
is seen in the other borrowings discussed by Starostin 176 . If he is right, and there was a 
system of regular correspondences at an ancient period, it might be that a Northern 
Caucasian affricate absent in Proto-Indo-European might have been reinterpreted as an 
old palatal. But for a later dialect of a satdm type that should have existed in the 111 mil. 
B. C. (and maybe even earlier), one may think in terms of borrowing forms with 
affricates and/or fricatives from one dialect into another, or from a third language 
having similar system of affricates and/or fricatives (see below on Semitic); as an 
example one may cite the word for “left side” discussed in the first section of the 
present article. In that case the direction of borrowing may be only from a Proto-Indo- 
European dialect of a satdm type into a Northern Caucasian dialect, since otherwise the 
existence of a parallel Proto-Indo-European dialectal centum form would have 
remained mysterious. As to the latter, if such a dialect (of centum type) were in contact 
with a language having affricates and fricatives, a system of equivalences like the one 
suggested by Starostin might have been created (at some later stage of history as well). 
Such synchronic equivalencies created in the situation of bilingual contacts are artificial 
from the point of view of diachronic “natural” phonetics describing usual processes 
inside one language. The historical development means a choice between several 
existing options, each of which obeys the typologically valid laws. From the point of 
view of such general typology, a phonetic development of a palatal or palatalized velar 
stop to an afficate and fricative is a normal one; but the reverse movement from an 
affricate of dental type to a velar stop seems quite extraordinary, although to bilingual 
speakers the equivalency of these phonemes may be obvious. 

In connection with the Indo-European name of a horse the idea of borrowing has 
been often suggested because of the phonological difficulties in comparing the 
dialects 177 . Practically two quite different, if not completely incompatible, forms can be 
reconstructed for Indo-European: 


175 Starostin 1988, 153. 

176 Starostinl985, 92, n. 28; 1988, 145-148 

177 E. g. Lehmann 1986,15; 1993,247 
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1. The form *ek’wo- with an initial vowel *e and an original palatal stop *k’ + w 178 that 
existed before the change of palatals in the satdm area and is common to all the dialects 
including Luwian (Hittite, Armenian, Albanian and Slavic data are not clear) but with 
the exception of Greek. For Proto-Indo-European and for the earliest periods of the 
history of its dialects the original stage before the split into centum and satdm groups 
might be reconstructed as palatalized stops 179 . 

la. satdm dialects: 

I. Eastern Indo-European. Indo-Iranian (Aryan). 

A. Mesopotamian Aryan -aswa- in composite proper names: Bi-ri-ya-as-su-wa in 
Alalah (= Piriyasba in the Elamite/Iranian rendering of the name, *prlya + aSwa-X Bi- 
ri-da-as-su-wa = *Prita-aswa- in Yanuamma (possibly the combination goes back to 
Proto-Aryan: it was compared to Vedic prT-n a- + asvan, prln Ttasvan “(you) show your 
love for horses!”, RgVeda X. 101. 7, which in its turn had been identified to the 
Avestan composite proper name FrTn-aspa- “whom the horses like” 180 ); probably also 
assu- (as a second part of a hybrid Hurrian-Aryan compound with a Hurrian postfixed 
article as5u-Sa-nni “horse-master”, the second element of the suggested compound still 
remaining unclear' 8 ); 

B. Indo-Aryan: Old Indian asva- “horse”, asva- “mare” 182 , Marathi 5su-p9thl “on 
horseback”; 

Dardic: Kalasha has, GilgitI dialect of Shina Sspu, Kohistanl dialect of Shina SSp, 
GuresT dialect of Shina asa p. Pales! dialect of Shina aspO “horse, mare”, Brokpa 
dialect of Shina ap§; 

C. Nuristani Kali w/vu8up/(v)u5up “horse” (Direct Case); vu5(u)p-a (Indirect Case, 
Masculine Gender), usp-a-sti (Possessive Singular); vusp-o (Plural), vu5p-o-sti 
(Possessive Plural) 18 ’; 


l7!i Hamp 1990; Meid 1994; Adams, Mallory, Miller 1997, 274; on the reconstruction of the accent on the 
initial syllable see Lubotzky 1988, 93-94. On the base of the general laryngealists’ avoidance of initial 
vowels a laryngeal (Hi) is reconstructed in the beginning of the word (e g. Lubotzky, ib. ; Hamp, ib. ; 
Blazek 1992, 10; Watkins 1995, 12; Andersen 1996, 148). Probably it may run counter to the real history 
of the term if it appeared after the loss of laryngeals at least in some dialects. 

179 See on Old Indian, Nuristani and Indo-Iranian: Morgenstieme 1945; Ivanov 1958; Thumb-Hauschild 
1958, 203, 283-285 with references. 

180 Bartholomae 1979, 1025-1026; Mayrhofer 1979, 65-66; 1982, 80; Gindin 1993, 161-163 with further 
bibliography. 

181 Bailey 1957; Mayrhofer 1959, 6-14; 1966; 1974; 1982, 75-76; Kammenhuber 1961, 19, n. 73; see 
below on an attempt to deduce the word from Luwian. On its borrowing into Akkadian and later history in 
this language: Ebeling 1951,11, n. 5 

187 A derivative with a feminine suffix *-II preserves the accentual scheme of the barytonic primary noun, 
l-ubotzky 1988, 102. 

185 Turner 1989, 40, N 920; on the use of the forms of the Kati noun: Griunberg 1980, 42-43, text II, 
blocks 4-7 (description of Nuristani ritual horseraces in this and following Kati ethnographic narrations are 
important for comparison to other Indo-Iranian traditions as well as to the Hittite one); 49, text V, blocks 
4-5; 60-61; text VHI, blocks 1,4-6; 115, text XV, blocks 3-4; 154-155, sentences 138-139, 141-145; 175- 
176; 186; 198; 203; 258; 267 Dardic and Nuristani sound shapes of the horse names are possibly due to 
the later spread of North Western Iranian type of the word, but see on the initial phoneme below. 
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D. Iranian: Avestan aspa- “horse”, aspa- 'mare”, asp(a)ya- “belonging to horses, 
equine” 184 ( from Proto-Aryan: Old Indian asv-[i|ya), aspo. stana- ‘horse-stable” (from 
Proto-Aryan: Old Indian asva-sthana-, Dardic Shina aston “groom”> Burushaski 
loanword Astan 185 ), in composite proper names like that of the father of Zaratushtra 
Pouru aspa- (from pourusa “grey" + aspa-). 

North-Western Iranian : Midian *aspa- (in a Midian borrowing in the Old Persian proper 
name Aspa-canah 186 , a Midian name of an Old Persian king Vistaspa 187 ); a probable 
North-Western form of Midian type is reflected in Modem Persian and Tadzhik asp 
(borrowed into many other dialects); 

Beludzhi (h)asp, Kurmandji dialect of Kurd h’Ssp- 188 ; Talysh and Gilyan asp/asb; 
Mazendran, Sangisari, Lasgerdi, Shemerzadi, Yarandi and Farizandi asb, Semnani and 
Nayini asp, Surkhei asb, asm, Bijabuneki and Vonishuni asp, Keshei and Zefrei asm, 
Yazdi asb/asp, Natanzi asm/asb, Soi as (with a loss of the final *-p preserved in the 
intervocalic position in comparable forms), Xunsari asb, Parachi osp 189 , Kaniguram 
dialect of Ormuri yaspa “mare” (barytonic feminine stem from which secondary 
masculine stems yasp, Logar dialect yasp were derived 190 ) 

Eastern Iranian : North-Eastern . Scythian Aana- “horse” (developing into Ossetic 
aefsae/jaefs “mare” 191 ) in the proper names like Aanoupyog) <*aspa- + ugra- 
“strong” (the combination can be traced back to proto-Aryan: Vedic asvam...ugram 
“miraculously strong horse” about the horse of Ashvins: RgVeda, I, 118, 9; Avestan 
aspahe aojo “the strength of a horse”, Yt. 19. 68)> Ossetic aefsurg/acfsorq 
“miraculous kind of horses (in mythology and folklore)” 192 , Bdpacraoc; <*bor- 
“yellow” (Ossetic bor-/bur- “yellow”, also used as a first part of names of several 
mythological creatures; Modem Persian bor “fox” 193 ). 

Sogdian ’sp 194 , Khwarezmian ’sp, Bactrian name of a goddess Ipooaojto (< druva- 
"strong, mighty”+ aspa- = Avestan Drvaspa, a female deity connected to the male 
Gdus Urvan “Soul of the Cattle” 195 represented as a male with a horse on the Bactrian 
coin having this inscription), Mundzhan yosp 19 , Yidga yasp “horse’, aspdlan “stable” 
(< *aspa-dana), Pashto (Afghani) and VanecT as. 


184 Bartholomae 1979,217. 

185 Turner 1989,41. On Avestan: Bartholomae, ib., 219. 

186 Bartholomae 1979, 217; Efimov 1986, 80. 

187 Modem Persian Gustasp. Bartholomae, ib , 1473-1474; Milewski 1969, 171-172. 

188 hespe, Rudenko, 1982, 78, N 56. 1 a. o. Kurdoev, Cukerman 1950, 34, lines 169, 176; 50, 21 a. o. . 

189 For these dialectal forms cf. Oranskij 1979, 156-157. 

190 Efimov 1986, 9, 80, 133. 

191 Abaev 1958, 563. 

192 Abaev 1949, 157; 1958, 112-113; Vasmer 1923, 34. 

193 Vasmer 1923, 36;Zgusta 1955, 56; Abaev, 1958, 271-273; Milewski 1969, 161. 

194 Gauthiot 1914-1923, 60, 127, 157; barytonic paradigm: Livshic, Xromov 1981, 375. Yagnobi asp that 
is very often used in crucial parts of the folk tales (Andreev, Pescereva, 1957, NN 1, 11, 12, 15) might 
have been borrowed from Tadzhik. 

195 Bartholomae 1979, 783; Steblin-Kamenskij 1981, 321 with references. 

196 Griunberg 1972,390. 
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Vakhan-Khotanese subgroup 197 : Vakhan yas, Khotanese Saka assa- “horse’. 
South-Western Iranian subgroup: Old Persian asa- in asa-bar-ibis (“riders”); Middle 
Persian asvar, Modem Persian suvar) 198 , Tat 8s. 

II. Eastern Indo-European. Armenian. A general Indo-European word for horse was 
substituted by ji related to a Vedic poetical haya 199 . Pedersen and after him several 
other scholars 200 suggested that Armenian es “donkey” reflects the old Indo-European 
name for the horse; the process might have been described as a chain reaction during 
which the widening of the sphere of usage of a poetical term (ji) lead to a change of 
meaning of its synonym es. But according to another idea followed by Benveniste 201 the 
latter goes back to Sumerian ANSE “donkey” which in its turn Starostin 202 explains as a 
borrowed Northern Caucasian term for horse discussed above; the weak part of this 
etymology is the element -n- which is not well documented in Eastern North Caucasion 
and is absent both in Human and Western North Caucasian (see above). According to 
Starostin the Armenian word as well as Mediterranean Wanderwdrter like Latin asinus 
may be traced back to the Ilurro-Urartian source having a suffix -n- (another 
explanation of the Latin word as a compound *as-onos “weight-bearer connected to 
Asia” was suggested by Pisani 203 , who at the same time accepted the link of the 
Sumerian and Armenian terms; see on the name of Asia below). Having in mind the 
large number of Hurro-Urartian loanwords in Armenian, Starostin’s suggestion on the 
possible connection between Human esse “horse” and Armenian “donkey, ass” 
seems plausible. On this example one may see how difficult it is to distinguish between 
Hurro-Urartian, Northern Caucasian and Indo-European particularly in the case where 
the phonetic development caused the shortening of the form and only two phonemes 
remained. 

III. (Southern) Anatolian. Luwian-Lycian: Hieroglyphic Luwian asu(wa)- “horse” is 
attested in different case forms in several inscriptions including the Karatepc bilingual 
text. 204 The phonetic complement -u- after the logographic Sumerian ANSE. KUR. 


1.7 Oranskij 1979, 185; EdeTman 1986, 41, 84-85; cf. Sokolova 1973,3. For the references to separate 
languages: Griunberg, Steblin-Kamenskij 1976, 507, also 43, proverb 19, and 47, riddle 13 (Ablative yas- 
<9n); Gercenberg 1981, 247. The first part of the Khotanese aspara-<*assa-para- “Medicago saliva" 
corresponds to another dialectal variant in the Old Iranian name of the same cultural plant asp-asti 
(Steblin-Kamenskij 1982, 66). 

1.8 Bartholomae 1979, 207, 219-220; add. 121; Oranskij 1979, 156-157, 169; on the second part of the 
compound see in the next section of the present article. Cf. Modem Persian astar “mule”<*asa-tara-, 
Steblin-Kamenskij 1982, 30. 

m Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1995,463; for an areal interpretation cf Porag 1954; Ivanov 1956. 

200 Lamberterie 1978, 262-266, n. 1. Werner Winter in his recent study of the word suggested that the 
Human name of a horse was borrowed from Armenian which meets semantic difficulties: at the time of 
borrowing the Armenian word should have had the original Indo-European meaning that changed later 

301 See Emout, Meillet 1994, 51 

302 Starostin 1988, 115. 

303 Pisani 1979, 495. 

3M Starke 1995, 118-119, n 237, with a discussion on the reading su (and not zu as suggested by 
Melchert). 
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RA “horse” in Cuneiform Luwian 205 made it possible to suppose a form comparable to 
the Heiroglyphic Luwian one. Cuneiform Luwian a-as-su- is repeated twice (KUB 
XXXV 102+ 103 Vs.I7’; 107+ 108 Rs. IV22’ = Starke 1985,221,240,1. 1. A and III. 
I) in a group of birth rituals where also half-logographic spelling ANSE. KIJR. RA-us 
“horse” (KUB 107 = 108 Rs. IV T , Starke 1985, 239) is used with a hippological 
epithet wassantis; 206 in the other fragments of the same group a logogram for “horse” 
(KUB XXXV 128 Rs. Ill 7’) and the horse-god Pirwa are mentioned (Starke 1985, 252- 
254 and 231, comparable contexts with Pirwa and UR. MAH “lion” are present in KUB 
XXXV 145 Rs. Ill 13M4’ and Bo 1391 Vs. I 6, Starke ib., 256), see below on the -tt- 
derivation from assu- “horse” in Luwian. The Hieroglyphic and Cuneiform forms 
present a normal development of palatal *k’ in Luwian not only before u 207 , but in the 
other positions as well: thus the postulate of Luwian being a satdm language 208 has been 
proved. But it was a language in which only the first two stages of the development of 
the velar stops took place, the palatal stops had already become affricates and fricatives 
(and some of them then disappeared) and the labiovelars had been already palatalized in 
the position before a front vowel (see the next section for this suggestion), but they were 
not yet mixed up with plain velars. 

Since the form of the horse-name can be explained by this internal process in 
Luwian itself, the necessity to understand the name of a “horse” as an Aryan 
borrowing 209 does not exist. As to the possibility of finding a corresponding Cuneiform 
Luwian form assu- in the term assu-ssa-nni in a Hittite hippological treatise 
reinterpreted as a Luwian word 210 it is not absolutely ruled out. Still the general cultural 
context of Kikkuli’s treatise makes the Hurrian element (see above on the explanation 
of nni in this term as a Hurrian postposed article) more plausible than the Luwian one. 

Lycian esbe “horses, cavalry” has been considered a borrowing from Iranian (for 
instance, by Meriggi) which still seems plausible. But recently it has been reinterpreted 
as a continuation of Proto-Luwian form reconstructed as *asswa- 2M or of Proto- 
Anatolian *ek’wo- 212 . Beside the use of the word as a military term in Lycian 
inscriptions it occurs (in the forms of Genitive/Adjective esbehi>esehi “[the coin] of 
the Horse”) on Lycian coins with the representation of a winged horse. 213 It is supposed 
also that a similar stem with a root vowel a<e in two different variants is represented in 
a second half of a name of a god-rider that is Lycian (or Southern Anatolian in 


2 Otten 1953, 40; Laroche 1959, 119; Meriggi 1980, 252. 

206 Starke 1995, 43, suggests a meaning “gathered, assembled” referring to the position of a horse. On the 
meaning of the Luwian word c£ Starke ib. , 1 IS, n. 236, see also below, in the next section of the article 
on a-as-Su-ut-t|i- 

207 See the earlier dicussion: Meriggi 1980, 265, § 265; Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1985, 87. 

208 See on the language of Hieroglyphic texts: Bonfaute, Gelb 1944. For the examples for the change of 
*k’>s/z: Morpurgo Davies, Hawkins 1986; Melchert 1994 with finther literature 

209 Szemerenyi 1976. 

2,0 With a possessive suffix -ssa- and a Luwian suffix -nni according to: Starke 1990, 221, 502; Starke 
1995, 117-118 

211 Starke 1990, 69, n. 151, 502, n. 1852; 1995, 121, n. 246 

212 Melchert 1994, 288, 295, 302, cf. also 326 on the reconstruction ofbarytonic leswe-/. 

213 Canuba 1993, 16-17. 
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general?), 2 " but for a long time was supposed to be Thracian: 215 KdK-aafiot; / Kuk- 
<«Oi|loc (with variation suggesting an unusual sound shape of the word); the same 
second part with another first stem in TpucacPoi;. 216 

Pisidian, the evidence for the connections of which (together with Sidetic and 
Carian) to Luwian-Lycian is becoming stronger, 217 might have had a similar stem with 
another initial root vowel e or i (due to a change *e > i known for instance from Hittite, 
but see for another possible explanation below): cf. a Pisidian toponym F,<jouu-Kogn 2ls 
and a composite name Maavav-tcrPai; 219 < *masana- (“god” in Luwian-Lycian, stem 
in -n 220 ) + *isba- 221 . A similar second element is supposed in Pisidian secondary 
formation Ap-inP-tavoi; 222 and Anatolian names Aopp-iOTta^/Aop)j.-io(iai; 227 . Less 
clear seems Pamphylian Mayaa-t[ssw]a<; with a rare sign for a special phoneme 
interpreted as [ss] < *t s < *ky before digamma 224 . Heubeck interpretes this word as a 
compound containing the same second element in its original form *isswa- less similar 
to the widely spread Iranian type. The form naptcrttag that is partly mixed up with a 
name of banian origin 225 shows the main difficulty in appraising all these Anatolian 
forms including the Lycian forms cited above. All of them seem so close to the most 
widely spread Iranian form of a name for horse that a possibility of borrowing is not 
excluded. Still the unusual vowel in the Pisidian forms as well as the form with a 
digamma make their native origin more probable 226 . 

Another recently discovered late Southern Anatolian language of the Luwian 
group, Sidetic, probably has the stem -a/esb- “horse” in proper names like Josbija < 
*Yu(w)-a/esb-ija. 227 


214 Heubeck 1961, 87; Gindin 1967, 145-146; Neumann 1979, 265-6; 1994, 184-185. See on the phonetic 
peculiarities of variants pointing to a borrowing into Lycian: Hajnal 1995, 20 and 36, n. 29; the general 
label “from Asia Minor” (kleinasiatisch) is used; cf. below on another Lycian variant that seems to be 
borrowed from Northern Anatolian. 

215 Pisani 1959, 101, 128. There were several possible explanations of the first part of a compound: either 
“bad, evil” (Greek Kcncoq, Phrygian kolkouv if it is not a Greek borrowing, Albanian keq) suggesting the 
name of an “evil rider” or “mighty” (Heubeck 1969); also a translation “horseback” (Slavic skok-, runic 
“Proto-Norse” hahai in one inscription only) was suggested with the general meaning similar to the 
epithets of Thracian Heros discussed below. 

216 Neumann 1979, 266; 1994, 185 (a tentative meaning “the one with a wild (?) horse”). 

2,7 Neumann 1994, 227ff.; Melchert 1994, 44-45; Starke 1990; Hajnal 1996 a. o. 

218 Starke 1995, 119 (“Pferde-Dorf”). 

219 Zgusta 1964, 302, § 878; 555, section 189. 

220 Melchert, ib., 309, 320-327. A Semitic origin of the stem seems evident. 

221 Reconstructed as [isswa-| and compared to Hieroglyphic Luwian and Lycian noun for horse by 
Heubeck 1961, 84 ff ; Gindin 1967, 144-146; 1993, 18. 

222 Zgusta 1964, 45-46, § 9. Cf. Sidetic ab- : Hajnal 1995, 202. 

223 Zgusta, ib. , 152-153,§ 300-4, 5; the first element is known in inscriptions supposed to be Phrygian, cf. 
on names with the first element Aopv-. Hajnal 1995, 32, n. 12. 

224 Zgusta, ib,. 277, §840-2, n. 12 with references; also Heubeck 1962, 84; SevoroSkin 1965, 91, n. 3. The 
new phonemic interpretation according to Brixhe 1976, 7ff. , Hajnal 1995, 23 and 19 (on the first element 
of this compound Mayao = lycian Maxah, sf. other parallels; Kammerzell 1993, 60, ex. 93). 

225 Zgusta, ib. ,418, §1206. 

226 Cf. Gindin 1967, 145. 

227 Starke 1995, 119-120, n. 241 (with references). 
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Among all the compounds in *-isswa- > -icr(3a- studied by Heubeck and his 
followers, particularly interesting seems Aptcr|)q known both as a name of a town in 
the Homeric Troad (ApiapqGev ’’from Arisbe” B 838 a. o.) and as a personal name of 
two important female persons in the Trojan mythological story. As more facts point to 
the role of the Luwian-Lycian strata in Troy (Luwian Wilusa) the significance of each 
possible name belonging to it should not be underestimated. 

The etymology of the old name for the area of Northern-Western part of Asia 
Minor with a Luwian-Lycian population called in the Hittite texts Assuwa, 228 Mycenaen 
Greek a-si-wi-jo- may be important for the question being discussed. Although the 
name of Asia was well known to Mycenaen Greeks, it should have been of Anatolian 
(“Asianic” in somewhat antiquated terms) origin 229 . The idea to derive it from the 
Hittite adjective assu- “good”"’*' does not seem particularly successful since in Luwian 
the corresponding word has the form wassu- and the name should have originated in a 
Luwian environment. Just for this reason it is tempting to derive it from the name of 
horses that were so important for the historical and military context of whole Trojan 
narrative (the story of the wooden horse may be one of characteristic examples; another 
is the folk motif of a prophesying horse etc.) When in Iliad a hero called “Asian” comes 
with his horses from the town of Arisbe it seems remarkable since in such a formula the 
same ancient name of a horse possibly reappears several times in different variants. 

IV. Thracian. Among those Paleobalkanic Indo-European languages that are supposed 
to belong to the satdm group, Thracian might have retained an old term for horse 
possibly seen in the proper names Ei^(3cvi<; / llczbcnus / Esbcnus/ Eapevetoq (having 
a characteristic -n- suffix, see above on the type of Latin asinus and a possible Hurrian 
parallel) with a (partial) voicing of the intervocalic consonants preserved as voiceless in 
the second part of the compounds Bcr-cattioq, OiiET-Ecrjiioq, Oux-aojuoq. Since in 
the inscriptions of the Vama region these compounds serve as epithets of the Thracian 
god-rider Heros, all of them can be understood as equivalent to ’Enintoq = eip-i'nmoq 
‘riding the horse’; the first element of the compound etymologically connected to the 
Old Indian ud- was deciphered on the base of Cypriote utuxu = ini tuxi) 231 . 

Again a possibility of an ancient Iranian borrowing remains. To this, one may add 
that since the form of the Thracian stem is close not only to Iranian but also to some 
Anatolian words cited above, and the Thracian language is known mainly through 
disparate names given by classical authors, it is not possible to state definitely that these 
terms continued the original Indo-European tradition directly and not through 
borrowing from neighboring dialects. In any case the words given above may contain a 
possible trace of the Indo-European word for horse in one of the Paleobalkanic 


228 Goetze 1974, ISO; Gindin 1993, 130 with bibliography 

229 Watkins 1995, 151, 290. 
m Heubeck 1961, 72-73, n. 76 

231 Detscev 1952, 80, n. 2; Gindin 1993, 18, Poghirc 1983, 65 (5 2. 2), 66; 81. On the type of the 
compounds like Greek 'Eipuntoc see Milewski 1969, 117,11 7. For the suffix cf. Old Indian asviya-. 
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languages that are considered to be a source of Modem Albanian. The latter lost this 
word. 

V. North Western Indo-European. Baltic and Slavic. Old Lithuanian has preserved the 
feminine gender derivative of the Indo-Eropean word in a phonemic form asva “horse” 
practically identical to the Vedic one (the masculine counterpart was lost in Baltic). The 
only difference consists of the shift of accent towards the final syllable that had 
acquired the acute tone on a vowel becoming long after the loss of a final laryngeal (the 
mark of the feminine gender common to Indo-Iranian and Baltic, see below on the 
correspondences in other dialects): *ek’we/o-H > *ck’waH > *ek’wa > esva > asva. 
The initial vowel e was attested in Old Lithuanian eschwij =(esvu] in the speech of 
Bretkunas who often changed old a > e 232 , thus it is not clear whether here one may 
definitely speak about an archaism (as it is usually stated in the handbooks), but cf. also 
Lithuanian river names Esvinf: Asvinfc. Recently it has been suggested that the word in 
the dialectal form osa < *asa “mare” < *asva has been preserved in Old Latvian (in the 
XVH' 1 ' c ). 2,3 The common Baltic character of the older vowel change *e > a 2 ’ 1 is seen 
in Western Baltic: Old Prussian aswinan “the milk of a mare” (with a -n- suffix as in 
Lithuanian dialectal asvlenis “labor horse” 235 ). Buga supposed that the vowel a (instead 
of *e) in the Baltic word for horse was caused by the Iranian influence. This idea seems 
interesting if one takes into consideration the importance of a (North Western and North 
Eastern) Iranian term for many other languages into which it was borrowed. Later in 
Eastern Baltic the old term for horse survived only in Zhemaite and some other 
Lithuanian dialects. The word disappeared in prehistoric Slavic 236 . Its use in hydronyms 
like Lithuanian Asva, Latvian Asva, Prussian Asswene, cf. Slavic Osva, can be traced 
back to the Eastern Indo-European metaphor describing rivers as horses and well 
documented in the ancient Indo-Iranian languages. 237 

From these data on the name of horse in the satdm dialects it follows that the 
immediate source of the Human form (if no serious changes are supposed in its 
prehistory) can be seen only in the consonant structure of the South Western Iranian 


232 Buga 1961, HI, 300-301. 

233 Karulis 1992,1, 468-469; H, 564, 

™ Andersen 1996, 54, 148. 

235 Toporov 1975,136; Maziuiis 1988, 106. It is supposed that the -ti- suffix in Old Indian asv-in- and 
some other Indo-European forms may be related to the Old Prussian word: Eckert 1995, 55. But the 
parallel in Latin equTnus (cf. Umbrian eks’ine borrowed from it or cognate to it) seems now excluded if 
according to Nussbaum and Vine the latter contains a secondary denominative suffix *-no- added to the 
original Genitive Singular form eqnl (cf. Vine 1999: 78-81). 

236 It was ousted by such synonyms as *komoni> (on the meaning see: Odincov 1980, 25-32, probably as 
also Prussian camnet “horse”, *kumel-, cf. Toporov 1975, 268-270; 1984, 191-196, Eckert 1995, 57; 
Lithuanian kumeie “mare", Latvian kumele), from Eastern Asiatic words like Tibcto-Bunnan Kukuchin 
(Jinghpaw) kumrarj horse’ < Tibeto-Burman *ku(ra)r(t)aq (reconstruction after Matisoff, Proto-Lolo- 
Burmese ‘inyaij 2 . Burling 1967, 84; cf. Peiros, Starostin 1996, fasc 1, 35-36; see above on the root in 
Eastern Asian languages of different families) borrowed through some intermediary Eurasian language (of 
some of nomadic horse-riding tribes). A related name of a horse with another initial became widely spread 
in Eurasia and entered Germanic and Celtic: Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995,1, 471, 832 with literature. 
237 Porzig 1954; Vanagas 1981,50. 
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form (which is - probably as a marginal Southern form opposed to Central North 
Western and Eastern Iranian innovations - also phonetically similar to the Vakhan- 
Khotanese dialectal shape, but the latter is found at such a distance from the Near East 
that any idea of a historical link would seem far-fetched). The vowel in the Human 
word, if it is a dialectal (Iranian) borrowing, still seems to go back to the time before the 
change *e > a. If this suggestion is accepted it may lead to a study of those groups of 
speakers of South Western Iranian dialects that might have been instrumental in 
introducing horse-training among Hurrians possibly in the first half of the III mil. B. C. 
(before that oxen were used as the main transport force also in the military context, as 
reflected in the description of the battle in the epic of Kumarbi and in other 
mythological Hurrian texts). Striking correspondences between the devices of horse- 
training as seen in Kikkuli’s treatise and in Avesta‘ j8 might be of some interest from 
this point of view although the Avestan language belongs to a different Iranian dialectal 
group. 

But if one supposes that the Human word might have undergone such changes as 
loss of the labial glide then it (and some other dialectal Northern Caucasian forms) may 
be derived from the forms suggested for Mesopotamian Aryan or Luwian that would 
correspond to their homeland being located somewhere close to the oldest Hurrian 
kingdoms. A satdm dialect of Proto-Indo-European that might have been a precursor 
both of Proto-Aryan and Proto-Luwian might have been a source of (dialectal) Northern 
Caucasian terms. The Kartvelian form *acua in which a borrowing either from 
Northern Caucasian 230 or from Iranian 240 or some other Indo-European 241 source was 
supposed may be traced back to the same archaic dialect where the old palatals were 
reflected as affricates and the labial glide was preserved after such an affricate in the 
name of horse (the vowel a can be accounted for both by the rules of later Aryan and 
Luwian phonology). 

As to the possibility of a later borrowing in the reverse direction from a Northern 
Eastern Caucasian language into an Indo-European dialect, the only probable 
candidates for this might be the Anatolian forms like the Pisidian one with the vowel i 
in the stem. 

It seems that Buga was the first linguist to suggest as early as in 1923 in his 
review of Schrader’s Reallexikon that the name of horse helps to establish the absolute 
chronology of the satdm dialects 242 (at that time he could see the terminus ante quern in 
the Aryan dialects attested in Asia Minor by the middle of the II mil B C ). 
Unfortunately his remarks, being published only in Lithuanian, did not find immediate 
continuation. But we may say now that the chronology of the domestication of horses 
(starting with the IV mil. B. C), of the spread of early Indo-European dialects (the same 
date according to glottochronology), of the restructuring of consonants in their satdm 


238 Hauschild 1959. From the same point of view descriptions of the horse races in Hittite rituals of the 
time of the Hurrian dominance in the Neo-Hittite Empire might be interesting: Haas 1994, 792 

239 Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 520-521. 

240 Klimov 1994 

241 Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1995, 479, 813. 

242 Buga 1961.111,680-681. 
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branch and of their contacts to Human and other Northern Caucasian dialects and 
Kartvelian (see also below on Semitic) makes it possible to seek important synchronic 
intersection of these events around the transition of the IV and III mil. B. C. 

lb. centum dialects: 

VI. (Northern) Anatolian. Hittite. The logographic (Sumerian) rendering of the word 
horse hides its phonetic shape, but the phonetic complements - -us in Nominative Sg. 
(K Bo XVII 15 Rs. ‘ 9'; Neu 1980, 73; K Bo in 34 n 36), un in Accusative Sg. (K. Bo 
VIIT 36 Vs. 4’) make possible the stem in -u- 243 formally similar to Cuneiform Luwian 
(K Bo VIII 36 I 4) 214 although the consonants before that phoneme should have been 
different in the two languages. Ak/gu(w)a that appears both as a toponym and a 
personal name of two male persons 245 in Old Assyrian documents (in a kind of archaic 
cuneiform writing that does not distinguish ancient voiced/voiceless) theoretically 
might have been a Hittite centum correspondence to the Luwian words cited above 
(although the vowel seems more like that in a Luwian form), but the ethnic identity of 
these personal names is not clear, and a toponym may be a variant of Amkuwa (a city 
name in Old Assyrian tablets)/A(n)kuwa. 246 The probable Hittite form might have been 
*ekkn(wa)-/ ikku(wa)- 247 ; the ‘Lycian’ proper name lcuwc 24S (if it is not originally 
from the Lycian language, but was borrowed from a centum Northern Anatolian dialect) 
may have (chance?) similarity to the reconstructed Hittite form. The meaning of the 
latter I .ycian word is not known, but the sense “horse” is almost sure for the second half 
of the “centum” name of the Anatolian god-rider known through a Lycian (borrowed) 
for xa/ahba (< *kak-asba) that is equivalent to the satdm (Lycian/Southem Anatolian 
and/or Thracian) variant icaKaoPoi; / KaKaOipoq discussed above. If really in Anatolian 
there are two variants of the name of this god-rider 249 differentiated by the 
centum/satdm isogloss, it might be particularly interesting for the history of the horse- 
name in these Indo-European dialects. But the root vowel a of the Lycian name is 
influenced by the normal Luwian form seen in another variant. 


243 Starke 1995, 120, n. 240; cf. Friedrich 1957, 25. 

244 Meriggi 1980, 252, § 6. 

245 Laroche 1966, 25, N 19; 268. Balkan supposed the name to be native while Garelli considered Agu- 
(a/za) to be Assyrian: Larsen 1976, 358, n. 14 with references; cf. Larsen 1967, 52, 54 (different texts 
mentioning Agua); Matous. Matousova-Rajmova 1984, 161, 51b; 73, 109, (a cuneiform inscription 
mentioning A-gu^-a in combination with a half-hieroglyphic symbolic scene in a native style); on Aku-za: 
Silejko 1921. 359; Jankovskaja 1968, 181 (Aku-za and Aku-t-um), 183. 186, 193; in a text analyzed by 
Shilcjko and Jankovskaja (ib , 193) the sister of the sons of Akuza has a name or a title related to the local 
cult of Kubaba. 

246 Unal 1984; Comil 1990, 11-12. 

247 The same suggestion after finishing the first draft of the article I have found in Starke 1995, 120. For a 
possible double spelling of *k H in the enclitic combinations see tak-ku, ne / i-ik-ku (Oettinger 1979, 209, 
n. 64; 538 with references; the situation with nouns and verbs may be complicated due to the influence of 
the other factors such as the place of accent/tone). The earlier etymologies trying to find a satdm trace 
before a labial glide in Hittite were wrong: Melchert 1994, 119 with bibliographical indications. 

248 Zgusta 1964, 194, §461 

244 A suggestion made by Hajnal 1995, 36, n. 29. A similar centum variant of the name of the “earth” is 
found in Hieroglyphic Luwian takam- as different from the Cuneiform Luwian tiyam-. 
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VII. Tocharian. On the base of Tocharian B (Kuchean) yakwe, A yuk “horse” it is 
possible to reconstruct Proto-Tocharian *yekwos < *ek’wos with a secondary 
development of the initial *y- similar to a beginning of the word in Eastern Iranian 
Ossetic (but absent in Scythian), Mund/han, Yidga, Vakhan and North Western Iranian 
Ormuri (where in other cases it alternates with h- and w- 210 , and thus may be compared 
to the same initial prothetic h- in the name of horse in North Western Iranian Kurd, 
Beludzhi and Dardic Kalasha and to w- in Nuristani Kati). One may think that the 
appearance of the new phoneme *y- (/w-/h-) in the initial was an areal process common 
to Tocharian and some Iranian dialects of the same Central (Eur)Asiatic linguistic zone; 
if there was an initial laryngeal (see above) it had been lost before that process started. 
The non-stressed final syllable lost the last consonant of the ending and was reduced in 
Tocharian B and dropped in A. The old palatal stop + *w developed into the group *kw 
(coinciding with old iabiovelars) that was preserved in B but developed into -uk in 
Tocharian A after the loss of the final vowel 251 : *yek’wos > *yak’w8 (with a 
characteristic palatal quality of the whole word typical of Tocharian) > *yakw>yuk 
The possibility to express the old combination k = w both by kw (in Tocharian B) and 
by uk (Tocharian A yuk sometimes written in Brahmi with a subscript „: y u k) may hint 
at a tendency towards its monophonematic interpretation. T he combination of the 
palatal stop + w constitutes the main problem in the phonological history of the 
word 252 . Theoretically in the oldest period of the history of the centum dialects three 
different types of segments may be opposed to one another: 

*k’ + *w 
*k + *w 
*k" 

Although in centum dialects in principle *k’ and *k merge, in this particular 
position before *w they may preserve some traces of the former opposition 253 . 
Tocharian (where, different from the ancient centum dialects, Iabiovelars and velars 
started to merge as in satdm languages) does not show this difference. 

No trace of a feminine stem in -*a formed from this word is found in Tocharian. 
Among the archaic formations derived from the name of horse, one may single out the 
Tocharian B adjective yakweiine “relating to a horse ’, cognate to those archaic *-n- 
formations that are represented in most ancient languages 254 : Old Indian Asvin- (name 
of divine twins represented also as two horses). Old Prussian aswinan, Lithuanian 
asvienis, river name Asviene (see on this type of a suffix above). Morphological and 
semantic isoglosses show that after the separation of Proto-Anatoiian-Hittite and Proto- 
Anatolian-Luwian-Lycian, the remaining lndo-F.uropean dialects still had been 
developing together before the centum-satdm border was created. T hat means that to 
the speakers of these dialects the difference between a palatal stop and a corresponding 


250 Efimov 1986, 91-92. 

251 Lane I960; Van Windekens 1970, 114, 116-117, 120-121, 1976, 56,Ringe 1996. 

252 See Ivanov 1958 with references. 

2 ' 2 Ivanov, ib 

234 Van Windekens 1975, 64. See above on a comparison to Human article and on the Baltic stem in -n- 
and its cognates. 
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velar sound did not yet prevent the identification of stems that included these 
phonemes. 

VIII. (North) Western Indo-European (“Old European”). Germanic: Runic “Proto- 
Norse” ehwu =Dative *ehw-6 “to the Horse” (in inscriptions on the magical amulets 
often bearing also horse images) 255 ; Old Icelandic jor “horse”. Gothic compound 
aihva-tundi “bramble, pricky bush" 25fi , Old English eoh “horse; name of a rune” (in the 
last meaning corresponds to Old Danish eor. Gothic eyz 257 ) <*ehwaz (old barytonic 
type 258 ). Old Saxon compound ehu-scalc “horse-servant”. Feminine stem in -a is not 
attested. 

Gothic 0 = [hw] is one letter which is considered to render one phoneme. It 
seems that all the 3 types of segments enumerated above (*k’w, *kw,*k") developed 
into one labialized fricative phoneme designated by this letter. Labiovelars in general 
are unstable 259 , thus after becoming a labiovelar the segment develops usually into a 
non-labialized phoneme or a labial losing one of its integral parts. 

IX. Western Indo-European (“Old European”). Italic and Celtic. Latin equus < equos 
“horse” (masculine) corresponds to a derivative equa “mare” (feminine) that becomes a 
counterpart of masculine caballus in late Latin and survives in Romance: Spanish 
yegua, Portuguese egoa, Catalan cgua, Provencal ega. Old French ive, Sardinian ebba, 
Rumanian iapa (cf. the survival of the ‘marked' feminine form also in Lithuanian, 
Ormuri and some other Iranian dialects). The feminine stem in long -S (originally a 
final laryngeal added to a thematic masculine stem) is equivalent to the one found in 
Indo-Iranian and Baltic and may be traced back to the late Proto-Indo-European 
dialectal period of formation of the three-gender system after Anatolian (Hittite and 
Luwian-Lycian) had separated from the Indo-European (or “Indo-Hittite”). Some rites, 
the names of which include Latin equus like October Equus, also go back to the period 
of the dialectal connections of Italic and Indo-Iranian. 260 Latin q [k" j was one phoneme 
into which in the intervocalic position 21 ’ 1 merged the 3 segments described above. It 
may be supposed that the development *k’w >*kw >*k" was a common phonemic 
process, at least in some Western Indo-European (“Old European”) dialects such as 
Proto-Germanic (where later *k"> h") and Italic. 

The Venetic language has the name of horse close to the proto-Italic form: 
Accusative Singular ekvon / Latin equum <*equonv’ 2 


255 With a mixture of the runes e and u: Krause 1993, 58, § 38, for an older interpretation: Marstrander 
1929,74-77 (this view is not widely accepted). 

256 Use in the names of plants similar to Greek: Lehmann 1986, 15, A 67; Chantraine 1990, 467. 

257 On different attempts to understand this distorted name (of horse?): Lehmann, ib , 100, E5 

258 Lubotzky 1988, 93, 162. 

259 See Polivanov 1968, 64, 120-125, 327-328 (on the name of the horse: 123, 331); 1928, 163-164. 

260 Dume/il 1966. 

261 On the initial position cf Ivanov 1958. 

262 Pisani 1959, 166, n. 2 with references. 
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The monophonemic treatment typical of Western Indo-European development of 
*k’w is particularly clear in Celtic: Gaulish archaic (in the name of a month ) equos 
(Nominative = the early Latin form), equi (Genitive), Later Gaulish epo- “horse” (in 
proper names), Epnna (the name of a goddess ), proper name Lpot-so-ro-vidus; Breton 
ebeul. Old Comish ebol; archaic Goidelic- Old Irish (in Ogam inscriptions) ECCEGNI 
(cf. later mythological name Echen), dimunitivc of *eqas “horse” > ech; EQQODI, 
EQQOD “usually dealing with horses” 263 ; Old Irish ech (with the normal 
disappearance of the labial feature 264 *" typologically similar to delabialization in Latin 
ecus < equos). 

The magical role of the horse is particularly clear in this area, as also in Roman 
tradition and in Germanic. Here the common features of these Western dialects and of 
Indo-Iranian may be seen as marginal archaisms preserved at the extreme (Western and 
Eastern) parts of the Indo-European world. Thus the Mesopotamian, Vedic and Avestan 
proper names and expressions continuing the combination of a term for a horse with the 
stem *prl- (above, 1.1 A) correspond to a composite proper name in which its synonym 
goes together with the same stem: Old English Frid-hyngest. 265 

2. X. Eastern Indo-European. Greek. 

Mycenaen Greek i-qo (with a variant i-po- in a compound i-po-qo-qo = later 
Greek itcTto-tpopfidi; “horse-breeder’” 1 ' 6 ) and later alphabetically written vttnoi; with a 
dialectal variant ikkoc and a proper name Ikkoc corresponding to it (showing later 
dclabialization) make it possible to reconstruct *hik"W “horse” that has three 
phonetic features different from the rest of Indo-European and defying normal laws of 
Greek development 267 : 1) initial *h- (that is absent in the dialectal variant and in some 
composite proper names with this second element 268 that sets some scholars thinking 
about relatively late — probably post-Mycenean? — age of this initial sound); 2) vowel 
i in the root; 3) gemination of intervocalic labiovelars (or simple velars in a dialectal 
variant). These abnormal features make it evident that the word does not belong to the 
ordinary vocabulary. There arc several possible explications: 

a) One may suppose that the Greek word continues an unusual Indo-European 
prototype only distantly related to the general Indo-European name. To account for the 


263 Pokomy 1948/1949, 57; Korolev 1984, 153. 

241 Thumeysen 1946,124,§ 203 d). 

2r,! Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995, 472, with literature. 

266 Explained by regressive dissimilation:*kw...*g w . Lejeune 1972, 47, n. §33-3; Panagl 1985, 286; cf 
Mycenean poqewija = tpoppeid “halter” and possibly poqa = qtopPq “forage, fodder”. Chantraine 1990, 
1187-1188 

267 Lejeune 1972, 83, n. 1; 190, n. 2; 280, n. 1. Cf. Chantraine 1973, 334; 1979, 2; Panagl 1985, 283; 
discussion in Adams, Mallory, Miller 1997, 274 It seems possible to suggest a correlation of these 
linguistic data with the unexpectedly late time of the appearance of the horse in continental Greece (on the 
last fact see the remark by Mallory 1997, 68-69, where the possibility of relative late arrival of the Indo- 
European Greeks to Greece as suggested by Gamkrelidze, Ivanov, 1995 and also by Carruba, is not taken 
into account) 

248 As B Vine has pointed out to me, the initial h- is absent also in the initial position in Innopeveo^ in an 
inscription from Asia Minor that otherwise does not drop h- 
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Greek form inside the framework of the phonemic rules it is necessary to suggest a *s- 
mobile after which a schwa indogermanicum secundum (Guntert’s *„) follows and 
then one can suggest an expressive gemination of *k" like that found in Homeric Dual 
o[<j«e “two eyes” and Present olooopai 269 “to see, to forbode, give to foresee” (from 
the Indo-European root *(s)ok' 1 -“eye”, “to see”, but some irregular forms have led to an 
assumption of a phoneme like *k s at the end of this root 270 ). In that case an Indo- 
European protoform *s < .k’'k’’o- “horse’“ 71 is reconstructed that can be supposed to have 
relationship to ek’wo- > ek"o- in its dialectal Western Indo-European centum form 
discussed above. Still such a form does not fit the usual reconstruction: the s- mobile is 
not confirmed by cognate forms in the other Indo-European dialects (but see below on 
Semitic) and is invented ad hoc, schwa indogermanicum secundum, even if it is 
accepted, does not usually follow this type of the initial s- 2 ' 2 and the reasons for the 
gemination of the labiovelar stop remain unknown. 

P) Another hypothesis also based on the reconstruction of the initial *s- > h- might 
suggest a link of the Greek *hik' , k”o- < *sik"o- to the Semitic name of horse: Akkadian 
SISO (possibly from *sisa’um. cf. the spelling AN§E. 'Ll. ZI = *[ anSe SISJ ] in 
Southern Mesopotamian texts at the end of the III mil. B. C. 273 ), Aramaic susya, 
Ugaritic ssw/ssw (sswm, feminine Dual sstm, also in personal names), Hebrew sus. The 
Semitic noun has been often thought together with Egyptian ssm. t 271 to be borrowed 
from Indo-European with a possible later reduplication 275 . But if the Semitic word is 
connected to the Indo-European one, practically only the Proto-Greek stem with the 
initial *s- seems to present a valid parallel. In the prehistoric Semitic-Greek contacts it 
was usually Greek that borrowed 776 . If the direction of borrowing in this case was the 
same, the Semitic word itself should have been borrowed earlier from some other 
language where the intervocalic group was closer to the Greek type 27 '. 


269 l.cjeune, ib., 46. 

270 Chantraine 1990, 813. The important difference from the name of horse consists in the following *-y- 
that may explain the development of *ok w - 

271 Cf a similar protoform reconstructed by Goetze in an attempt to reconcile forms of different families. 
Goetze 1962. 35; Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995. 478. n. 21 The first to propose an old form *sesqw- > 
seqw- was Marr 1922; 1933, 142-143, but as usual his brilliant idea is lost among a lot of absolutely 
fantasic suggestions. 

272 Another suggestion to account for the Greek i in this word has been made recently by Ruijgh who 
starting with the reconstruction H|k’w6- > kwo > ikwo- sees in i- of the Mycenaean iqo- a “voyelle 
d’appui” 

273 Civil 1966; Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995,1, 478. 

274 References to horses start only with the XVIIIth dynasty, see on the ritual context: Struve 1925. The 
military use of the horses and chariots drawn by them found by that time is ascribed to the influence of 
Hittite and Human technology. In a fairy tale on taking the town of Yoppa having structural similarites to 
the story of the horse of Troy (“is it just a stratagem to bring his people in this wise into the city along with 
the horses?”, Erman 1922/1966, 168, n. 1; Goedike 1968; I.ivSic 1969, 84-86, 241-246) the feeding of 
horses seems to have a functional role in the narration where mrjn “Syrian warriors" equivalent to Human 
mariya-nni (of Aryan origin, Laroche 1980, 168) are mentioned. 

275 Bibliography by Ellenbogen 1962, 123, Gordon 1965,450-451 (item 1780). 

27 * Masson 1967; Szemerenyi 1974 (with references). 

277 See Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995, 482, on the possible traces of a very old migratory term in 
Egyptian sk “foal of ass\ Coptic seg “foal of an ass, horse” (Cemy 1976, 175) comparable to Old l urk 
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y) From a purely phonetic point of view the best solution might be to suppose a 
borrowing into Proto-Greek of a dialectal Northern Caucasian form of the type of the 
Proto-Tzez-Khvashi *sig"3 ‘mare” (> Tzezi sig“fl “mare”> Ginukh seg"^ 78 ). The 
initial fricative in Greek before becoming h- might have had variants *s-/*s- <*s-. The 
only difference in Greek would be the voicelessness and gemination of the intervocalic 
labiovclar stop. There are two main difficulties with this comparison. First, in a number 
of dialects it is the name of a donkey 279 and it is not a general term for Iwrse (with the 
exception of a compound with a collective meaning “horses” into which it enters as the 
first element). Second, there is no known historical reason to compare just this Northern 
Eastern Caucasian dialect to Proto-Greek. Among other Northern Caucasian languages 
in which the word had forms comparable to the Greek one, the Western Caucasian 
Ubykh could be more understandable as a source of borrowing from the point of view 
of historical geography: if the hypothesis on the early spread of Proto-Greeks in 
Southern Transcaucasian area is accepted, the Southern group of Western Caucasian 
dialects might have been in the neighbourhood of the early Greeks before their 
migration to the East of Asia Minor. But Ubykh forms (cdf>"d. cflg"3) are less similar to 
Greek, particularly in so far as the initial consonant is concerned (for the same reason, 
as well as because of chronological inconsistency, the early reconstructed protoforms of 
the word could not be compared to Greek). A possible objection to the suggestion of 
such borrowing might have referred to the lack of sufficient documentary data on any 
Northern Caucasian language besides Human 280 (and Hattie where the name for horse 
is unknown) that might be supposed to be in contact with Greek at that time. Still such 
contacts are supposed, on the basis of several Greek words considered, to be borrowed 
from some Northern Caucasian languages 281 ; on possible cultural reasons for borrowing 
see below in connection with the name of Artemis. 


esk/g/j/Oak “donkey”. Classical Mongolian eljigen “donkey” (going back to an Altaic dialectal word at the 
Proto-Turc-Mongol chronological level); cf. also below on the Northern Eastern Caucasian Pioto-Tzez- 
Khvashi *sig"d ‘mare” > Tzezi *S*g w d, in other dialects a name of donkey, Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 
444-445. The main problem here is that of historical semantics: it seems that in many languages a horse 
was later called by a name initially referring to another equid that before the domestication of horses had 
been more important from the economic point of view (as donkeys still were at the time of the Old 
Assyrian colonies in Asia Minor). 

278 Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 444-445. Cf. Trubetzkoy 1930, etymology 51; Starostin 1987, 458. 

279 So it may be a Northern Caucasian representative of a migratory term for “ass, donkey” found in 
Egyptian and Altaic discussed above. 

280 For a probable Greek loanword from Human, see below on the name of Artemis. Cf. also on Hurrian 
ashi “skin, hide” (with a possible link to Northern Western Caucasian * ? warcwd “skin”, Diakonotf, 
Starostin 1986, 47; 1988, 185; Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 228-229 on a very complicated semantic 
reconstruction) in doic6<; “skin, hide”: Neu 1996, 114, n. 38 (with a reference to Gamkrelidze and the 
present author). As to Szemcrcnyi’s suggestion on the link of ciyakdeii; “shining, glistening” to Human 
sehel- “pure” (Szemerenyi 1974, 153; critically mentioned by Chantraine 1990, 1001) it seems confirmed 
by the stem in -al- of seh-al- “pure” (Neu, ib., 194, n. 195) and by similarity of the usage in reference to 
ritual objects, but the word penetrated Hittite as well and might have been borrowed into Greek through 
this language, see also on Luwian si hual-“luminous object’; Starke 1990, 342 -343 (with an Indo- 
European etymology: *seH-ul- “sun”); a Luwian loanword in Greek seems possible 
281 Nikolayev 1985, 66-73 (some of the etymologies are far from being acceptable; see below). In some of 
these borrowings (ib., 68, etymologies 14 and 15) Northern Caucasian aflricates are reproduced by Greek 
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S) Another Northern Caucasian word for horse *hi(n)cwl might have been borrowed 
from Northern Caucasian into Greek either directly (from a dialect perhaps different 
from Hurrian since the Hurrian noun is farther from the Greek one than many other 
Northern Caucasian forms) or indirectly through one of the Anatolian dialects. In 
Northern Caucasian a laryngeal phoneme is reconstructed in the initial that may account 
for the Greek h- The vowel i is reconstructed for the protoform and attested in several 
branches of Northern Caucasian. The reflection of a geminate group of intervocalic 
labialized fricatives in Greek geminate labiovelars is the most difficult part of the 
suggestion (see above). The general historical difficulty mentioned in connection with 
the preceding word is still valid here. 

e) More plausible seems the possibility to explain the Greek word as a borrowing from 
the Anatolian form of the satdm Pisidian type in which the palatal is reflected as in 
Luwian-Lycian, but the root has initial i as in many Hittite words with i<*e. That will 
explain the vowel i that is present in these Anatolian (Pisidian and Pamphilian) forms 
and may continue fonner *c. The appearance of the Greek labiovelars in the 
intervocalic position may be explained as an attempt to identify the group *-issw- of the 
borrowed term to the geminated -ikkw-/ik , 'k ,, '-. 

To test this hypothesis particularly interesting seems to be a probable equivalence 
of the Mycenaean Greek proper name A-ri-qa and of Homeric Apiopri cited above. If 
this identity is possible it might prove an equation: 

Anatolian -toPri = *-isswa- / Mycenaean iqa- = *ik"a- 

That may be seen as a confirmation of the hypothesis similar to the one put 
forward by Starostin (on the equivalence of fricatives and palatals), but for much later 
contacts between the speakers of Greek and of an Anatolian satdm language with a 
reflection of consonants of the Luvvian type. Such equivalencies are leading to the 
irregular behavior of certain phonemes. 

At the time when these contacts might have taken place, the two groups of Indo- 
European dialects became split due to the centuni/satdm division: the Eastern Indo- 
F.uropean group lost Greek that, without becoming a satdm language, was separated 
from Indo-Iranian and Armenian by the Anatolians. At the same time in the Anatolian 
group, Luwian-Lycian becoming a satdm language, shifted to the West and to the South 
of Hittite and other centum dialects of Anatolian. The Luwian-Lycian dialects turned to 
be the neighbours of Greek in the North Western part of Asia Minor. At that time satdm 
words may be borrowed into centum dialects and may cause such abnormal structures 
as that of the Greek word for horse, possibly borrowed from a Pisidian form close to the 
Luwian one. Southern Anatolian languages might have been a source of borrowing for 
the Northern Caucasian languages. 


combinations of a velar and another stop. An old borrowing from a Northern Caucasian language like 
Human or from an Indo-European satdm dialect may be present in the Mycenaean Greek izza- if it is 
really a synonym for iqija “vehicle” (Panagl 1985, 289-290 with an improbable phonetic explanation by an 
internal Greek development). 
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O Phonetic difficulties in accounting for the intervocalic group of consonants can be 
avoided if, as a source, the centum (Hittite-Lydian-Paiaic, that is, “Northern” 282 ) 
Anatolian languages are suggested. The Indo-European palatal was reflected before 
*u/w as a velar in the initial position in the name of a “dog” in Lydian Kctv8anXt]i; 283 
and in a corresponding noun suggested in Ilittite Ll kuwan/kun- H1 . In Hittite in the 
intervocalic position the old voiceless phoneme should have been rendered by a double 
cuneiform sign spelling rendering either a fortis/lenis contrast or a difference in length 
(gemination) 283 . Thus the Northern Anatolian might have had a term with the 
structure of this group similar to *-kwkw/ k"k w - although it is not yet attested. The 
development of the former e>i is normal in Hittite, Lydian and Palaic. As another 
example of the same type Homeric ix<ap/ix<*> “the blood of the gods” may be cited that 
had been borrowed from a Northern Anatolian form cognate to the Palaic eshur < 
*eShflr (Tocharian A ysar < *yasor > B yasar) “blood” esha < *eshar (Old Indian asr- 
k “blood”), Hittite es- har > ishar “blood” 286 (Luwian as har, quasi-ergative ashar-sa = 
dialectal Tocharian R Perlative yasarsa ) 

To understand possible links of the Mycenaean word to the (Northern) Anatolian 
tradition as well (although in an indirect way) as to the Human one it is important to 
study parallels to the title of the Mycenaean goddess [po-]ti-ni-ja i-qe-ja = Futniai 
hiqq"'em “(to) The Lady of horses” 1 * 1 . This epithet is a more concrete variant of the 
title IIoTVia Oqprbv “Lady of the Wild Beasts” that refers to a Cretan goddess who 
matches Cybele and Artemis in Asia Minor 288 . Greeks themselves had memory about an 
Anatolian origin of the cult of Artemis. In Sparta, where both her images (the one 
related to the initiation of the young males and another with a different function of 
raising up small babies) were well integrated into the life of the state 282 , “there were 
Spartan rituals that centered on Lydian themes, such as rcav Ai>8d>v tropin), the 
‘Procession of the Lydians’ mentioned in Plutarch Aristeides 17. 10 in connection with 
the cult of Artemis Orthia. We may compare an event known as the “Dance of the 
Lydian Maidens”, at a festival of Artemis at Ephesus” 290 . 


282 Melchert 1994 with data on the development of palatals in each dialect. 

283 lb., 359; Ivanov 1964: “dog-strangler (= killer)”. 

284 Melchert 1989. 

285 Ivanov 1963; Melchert 1994. 20-21. It is not yet clear which member of the opposition really was 
geminated. 

28( ’ Sayce 1929. 273; Kretschmer 1930. 10: “wir kommen zu der uberraschende Annahme, das lydip die 
hetllitische Oder einer kleinasiatischen Sprache angehorige Form des idg. €s6r = Griech. fjap cap ist, die 
im Hethitischen *ihar geschrieben worden ware"; Heubeck 1961, 81; Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995, 1, 
798. The relatively oid age of the vowel i in the oblique cases of the Old Hittite noun is supposed by 
Starke 1990, 558; on Palaic forms important to find the accentological reason of the absence of-p in Cy.(l> 
cf. Melchert 1994,226 a o 

287 PY 312=An 1281, Ventris, Chadwick 1973, 483, 548; Lejeune 1958. Cf. on the archaeological 
evidence: Levi 1951, fig. 4a. 

288 Haufinan, Waldbaum 1969; Laroche 1960b, DiakonofT 1977. Some of the places dedicated to Artemis 
had names linking them to horses, e. g. ITmkcb in Thasos. 

289 Vemant 1986, 15-24. 

2W Nagy 1990, 273, n. 18 (with a stress on the local Spartan interest in such quasi-foreign rites important 
for the state and the city). 
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Mycenaen A-te-mi-to = Apx£|UTO<; (Genitive)/ A-ti-mi-te = ApnpiTEi (Dalive) 
corresponds to Dorian and Beotian Aprapu;, Aprcpic in Delphi etc. and shows the 
instability of the vowel e/i/a. The name of the Lydian goddess corresponding to Greek 
Artemis in the form Artimu- is attested many times in Lydian inscriptions: Nominative 
Singular Animate gender Artimu-s (with a loss of the ending before enclitical -k: 
Artimu-k in the Lydian-Aramaic bilingual text 291 : Lydian artimu-4 ib imsis artimu-k 
kulumsis Aramaic ’rtmu zy Idw w’pssy “Artemis of Ephesus and Artemis of 
Koloe”), Dative-Locative artimu-). Accusative artimu-v, possessive adjective artimu- 
lls 292 

The Meskene/Emar list AN cited above makes possible a suggestion on the origin 
of Greek Arte/i/ami-s and Lydian Artimu- from the Hurrian epithet of the goddess ar- 
ta/du-ma-an-zNURU 10 “of the City, belonging to the City’’, ar-du-ma-5e-na-za'\ 
The epithet is derived from Hurrian ardi-“city” (Urartian ardi-ni “The City Musasir, 
the capital of Urartu and the cultic centre of the god Haldi”, cf. Ardi as a Urartian name 
of a goddess 294 ). According to the Meskene/Emar list that was the epithet of the 
Lioness-lshtar - Hurrian Firingar. This Hurrian epithet refers to the quality of the 
goddess that was preserved and developed in the archaic Greek tradition, for which “the 
connection between the ‘polis’ and the female divinity” 295 was particularly important. 
The link between the City- tto/.k; and a female goddess and her priestess is particularly 
clear in the cult of the Pamphylian Artemis: “A Perge, en Pamphylie, dans le sanctuaire 
d'Artemis J’ergaia, divinit ’’poliade”, la pretrise ne pouvait etre exercee que par une 
femme, citoyenne {(isle), residant dans la ville (astvi), nee de parents habitant la cite 
depuis trois generations en ligne paternelle et matemelle. Pretresse a vie, elle se charge 
de tous les sacrifices publiques et prives; et a chaque nouvelle lune, elle doit sacrifter 
pour le “salut de la cite”... Sacrifice politique dont la reference a la cite est triple: 
fonction “poliade” d’Artemis; appartenance de la pretresse a la ville-cite sur la 
profondeur de trois generations; commesalite reservee aux Spouses legitimes, vicaires 
des citoyens les plus intimement associes aux decisions de la cite” 296 . It is just the 
relation of the goddess to the City-Polis (“fonction ‘poliade’”-“urbanistic function”) 
that is expressed in the Hurrian epithet. Although the adjective referring to this aspect 
of the goddess might seem to contradict the wild element inherent in her cult, in recent 


2,1 Kahle, Sommer 1930, 66, with a suggestion followed by all the specialists about a purely phonetic 
reason for the disappearance of the ending before an enclitic (otherwise one might have thought of a zero 
Casus Indefmiius known in Hittite particularly in proper names). 

292 Heubeck 1969; Gusmani 1964 s. v. 

293 Laroche 1980, 54 and 201; 1989. 11 (N205) Laroche is giving the second cuneiform sign of the name 
in two different readings. 

294 Diakonoff 1951, 28 a. o. ; Arutiunian 1985, 34-35; Meshchaninov 1978, 349-352; Melikishvili 1960, 
147-149; 417. As a Northern Caucasian correspondence the stem ’ HdurV “plot of land, yard, enclosure” 
is reconstructed on the base of Archi dori “place for community meetings”; Chechen arda-§ “allotments, 
plots of arable land” (Plural); Western Caucasian *d"5 “plain, field” > Abkhaz a-d"5, Diakonoff, Starostin 
1986, 26; 1988, 175; Nikolaev, Starostin 1994, 557. 

295 Freidenberg 1997, 277. See a special article on this subject by Vernant with an analysis of Artemis’ 
social role: Vernant 1988, 37-38. Cf. on Trezene: Calame 1996, 228 

296 Detienne, Vernant 1979, 195-196. 
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studies it has been shown that in Artemis not so much the nature by itself but its 
carnival relation to the society was stressed 297 . 

If the name of Artemis was borrowed into Greek from Hurrian through the 
probable Lydian mediation it may give a hint at the direction in which the cultural 
influences might have worked in ancient Asia Minor. As the Anatolian goddess was 
connected to the horses, the origin of her name may shed light on the way in which the 
Greek name of horse was changed. It might be borrowed from one of the Northern 
Anatolian Indo-European languages. The weak side of the hypothesis on the borrowing 
into Greek from Northern Anatolian, despite all its merits, is the absence of the textual 
evidence on the respective Anatolian forms (that by the way prevents one from deciding 
on the source of the initial h- in the Greek name, which in Anatolian might have had a 
laryngeal as a first phoneme). The progress in the excavations might help to find these 
documents. In any case it is probable that the Greek term was borrowed (either from a 
Northern Anatolian language or from a Northern Caucasian one) and just because of 
this does not fit in the common Indo-European scheme. All other Indo-European groups 
surveyed above continued the old tradition without interruption. 

It is interesting that (different from Indo-Aryan and Italic) Greek does not show 
the opposition of masculine and feminine stems, the former serving in both functions. 
Thus it seems that Greek possibly did not participate in the creation of a feminine 
counterpart 298 to the old name after the two-gender system preserved in Anatolian had 
been substituted by that consisting of three genders. Also unexpected is a practical 
absence of typical Indo-European “horse” personal names 299 that is noticed for 
Mycenaean (the only example that remains unclear being [I?)-qo-te-wo 30 "). This 
feature of Mycenaean onomastics differs both from a later Greek tradition with marked 
predominance of the names with the first or second element iroio- 301 and from the rest 
of Indo-European where such names also remained popular. But derivatives and 
compounds with iqo- > bmoq as also many Indo-European formulae containing the 
word were continued in the Greek tradition although the sound shape of the word had 
changed. The new shape of Greek iimoq excludes phonetic similarity to ukuc “swift” 
that may be presupposed for the Proto-Indo-Iranian-Grcck (Proto-Eastern Indo- 
European) dialect. This substitution caused distortion of the anagrammatical structure 
of a poetical formula like Old Indian Vedic asvas...iisavas “swift horses”, Avestan 
aspaqho asauuo (the same meaning) that might be understood as flgura elymologica by 


297 Dawkins 1927; Eliinger 1984; Vemant 1989, 183-209. 

298 On the ambiguity of the long vowel in Homeric inmjjinl.yo^ see Chantraine 1979, 25 (cf there also on 
a proper name Trim] , still these forms may be traces of a lost feminine stem similar to the old Indian one). 

With a substitution of a new lexical item for an old one. this semantic tradition is continued in such 
Slavic last names as for instance Russian Konev. Konevskoj. hinted at in Chekov’s short story “A horse 
last name” (“Loshadinaja familija”). 

300 Landau 1958, 231; Milewski 1969, 149-150 (with a strictly cultural explanation of the absence of this 
type of names). 

301 More than 230 names recorded in: Bechtel, hick 1894 (Chantraine 1990 s. v. mentions 150 compounds 
with the Greek noun). In Sanskrit there are approximately 70 names with the corresponding noun; in 
Avestan- 19 names (in a text that is relatively much smaller than those known in the 2 other traditions: 
Milewski 1969, 59,67. 
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scholars who suppose that the noun was derived from the adjective 11 ’ 2 . The phonetic 
similarity of the two parts of compounds as iror-coicoc “having a rapid horse yoke” is 
seen no more. In this they differ from the corresponding (with another order) Old Indian 
frsvaspa- = Avestan asu. aspa-, cf. asu. aspo. tdma-, asu. aspi- “ having rapid mares”, 
asu. aspya “the richness consisting in rapid mares" 1 "’. 

The semantic structure of these Indo-F.uropean compounds may help in solving 
another problem in the field of the connections between Hurro-Urartian, Northern 
Caucasian and Indo-European terms related to names of horses. According to I. M. 
Diakonoff, S. L. Nikolayev and S. A. Starostin, the Urartian name of the horse of 
Menua [a]r-s i-bi-ni (for which no interpretation in the inscription is given) can be 
understood as a member of a large group of Northern Eastern Caucasian names of the 
eagle, the protoform of which, despite a lot of phonetic and morphological 
difficulties,’ 04 has been reconstructed by them as *( ? ar)-ywani v V. These scholars 
suppose that the Armenian form arcui ’eagle’ (dialectal arciw/arciv) as well as 
Georgian arc’ivi “eagle” is borrowed from Northern Eastern Caucasian; Nikolayev 
adds to this as another borrowing also Hittite term haStapi describing a bird used in 
oracles (although it need not be an “eagle”, and phonemic relationship does not seem 
simple; cf. below on another possible solution). 

There is another hypothesis, according to which the Urartian term is a relatively 
late borrowing from Indo-lraman (cf. Avestan drdzi-pya- “eagle < swiftly-rushing”, 
Old Persian dp^upoq- Aetoc napa Ilcpquic “eagle in Persian” (lies.), apSutpioi;, 
A prop tot;. Modern Persian aluh “eagle”. Old Indian rjipya- “flying straight ahead”. 


102 An old idea of Curtius revived in our century by Giintert and Specht, see bibliography in Lehmann 
1986, 15; 1993, 247; Blazek 1992,10 (as an alternative to the Sino-Caucasian borrowing). The 
reconstruction of the Indo-European prototype of the formula in Watkins 1995,12, presupposes *H t in the 
initial of each of the two words, see on such a reconstruction above 
302 Bartholomae 1979, 339. 

304 The main morphological problem is the initial * 2 Sr- that besides the Urartian word is found in Proto- 
Nakh *Sr-c iw ‘eagle’ > (Chechen dr-zu. Ingush dr-zi . Bacbi arc iw). Lak b-ar-zu. Proto-Lezghian *m- 
ar-c “eagle”and Proto-Dargwa *ar-c imi, but is absent in Avar-Andi \um 7 i “eagle”, Tsezi *cu'hV, 
Khinalug c imir “bird” Phonetically irregular is the place of metathesized labialization in the initial in Lak 
(b-), Proto-Dargwa and Proto-Lezghian (m- where also the feature of being nazalized had moved) and the 
kind of an affricate reflected in Dargwa as well as the initial consonants in several Tsezi languages; see on 
all these difficulties Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 371. On the relations to the forms other languages cf. 
Diakonoff 1951a, 115-116; Diakonoff 1978, 31; Nikolaev 1985, 61; Diakonoff, Starostin 1986, 45; 1988, 
184; Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995, 92, n. 23; 457; Xachikian 1985, 54,141-142, n. 59. A Human 
equivalent to the Urartian word is not known, but in a Hittite Bogazkoy text of Kizzuwatna provenance 
the name of a “golden eagle of Teshub” is given as e-ri-bn-u-iis-ki-is (K Bo XV 37 1 21), on the basis of 
which Human eribuski may be deduced (Laroche 1980, 83), where -(u)ski- can be a Human suffix (cf. 
on other words with this suffix Xacikian 1985, 65); cf. on a possible link to Nuzi erupu- see: Haas 1982, 
228, n. 293; cf. on the name of the Urartian city Erebu-ni: Ivanov 1993, 119, n. 47. If Hurrian eribti- is 
equivalent to Urartian ars ibi- the retention of *-r- before a lost fricative is exceptional in Hurro-Urartian 
diachronical phonology, where such groups are usually simplified in the opposite manner through the loss 
of ’-r- it might be seen as a trace of a foreign origin of the name. Cf. also discussion on er-‘eagle (?)’ 
(Akkadian eru[m]): Neu 1996, 45. 
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usually as an epithet of the eagle in Rgveda 303 ). From the semantic point of view the 
Indo-lranian forms seem to produce a good explanation for the use of the compound as 
a horse name. Avestan 9rdz-ra- 306 = Old Indian rj-ra- “swift” is closely related to 
drd'/.-i- — Old Indian rj-i-, the latter being its substitute in the first part of an archaic 
compound according to the old Indo-European rule; the archaic use of adjectives in -i- 
in Indo-European compounds is supported by the Ilittite name of a bird pattar-palh-i- 
“< wing + broad” where the first root may be identical to *p(t)- in the compounds cited 
above. Later the rule on the change of ra- > -i- ceased to be obligatory. In a period 
when the rule had been valid no more, a stem in -ra- was combined with the name of a 
horse in a compound that might be easily reconstructed for the late stage of lndo- 
lranian: Avestan drdzraspa- = Old Indian Vedic Rjrasva- 1 ' 7 < *rg’-ra-ak’wa- < *11 
rg’-ro-ek’wo- From this Indo-lranian etymology it follows that the adjective formed 
from the stem *rg’- was used to describe the quick movement of a horse or of a bird; 
the comparison of horses to birds is a usual one in ancient Indo-European traditions, as 
seen both from mythopoetica! texts and from material objects 308 . This semantic 
interpretation is supported by synonymous compounds: Homeric Greek a>Ki>-jro<; “swift- 
footed” (about horses), &>ku-jietj|? “swift-flying”; with the reverse order of elements: 
rtoft-d>Ki|c “swift of foot, fleet-footed” (also noli-coKcia “swiftness of foot”), jirupoy- 
(i')kuc “swift-winged” (Aesch.). Thus these Indo-lranian forms help to see clearly the 
internal semantic structure (the inner form in Humboldt’s sense) of this epithet as 
applying to horse and the role of i- in a compound while the Northern Caucasian form 
is enigmatic from this point of view. This difference points to a probable borrowing 
from Indo-European into Urartian and later into some North-Eastern Caucasian dialects 
such as Nakh, Dargwa, Lak and Lezghian. Armenian, where the form may be a normal 
correspondence of the Indo-lranian one, 300 might have been one of the sources of 
borrowing into Georgian and the Northern Eastern Caucasian languages To the satftm 

305 Bartholomae 1979, 354. add 144; Benveniste 1946,67; Grantovsky 1970, 291-297 (N 63): Dzaukian 
1982, 136. Greek £ in the first Greek form seems to stand tor £= [z\. As it is supposed that the Indo- 
European adjective *H(e/org’-i- had two meanings: “bright, brilliant > white” (Ilittite harki-“white” = 
Tocharian A arki) and “swift” (as for instance in the compounds related to the Urartian word) it is 
interesting that Northern Caucasian seemed to have borrowed also an Indo-European derivative from the 
first use meaning “silver” (Lafon 1933). A remark on the suffixed form of “silver” in Indo-European, as 
different from the root forms in Northern Caucasian (Starostin 1988, 131-132), does not speak in favor of 
the Northern Caucasian provenance. As usually metals are named on the basis of their color, the adjective 
should be the original source Indo-European adjectives always have suffixes. On the age of the use of 
silver in connection to lead in the ancient world, cf. Ivanov 1983. 

306 Bartholomae 1979, 355. On the relationship between suffixes -i-:-*ro- Wackernagel 1905, 59-60; 
Benveniste 1935, 12, 80; Chantraine 1990,104. 

307 Bartholomae 1979, 355. On the relative chronology of this element of a compound: Wackernagel 1905, 
61 

108 Ivanov 1974. On the emotional side of calling a horse “a bird” (Yagnobi jarmar, janvar) in an archaic 
Iranian tradition see: Andreev a. o. 1957, 146, n. , 266. As B. Vine has suggested, the same association 
may be seen in the suggestion on a possible connection of Luvian pihassassi-s (cf. Starke 1990, 103 ff.) 
“shine, lightning” and the name of Pegasus. 

305 Hubschmann 1972, 425-426; Acharian 1971, 1, 319-320; Grcppin 1978, 45; Lamberterie 1978, 251- 
262. The word belonged to the category of Armenian terms corresponding to those of Vedic poetical 
language, see above on ji and references on the type of Armenian words: Porzig 1954. 
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dialectal Eastern (Indo-Iranian-Armenian) Indo-European compound *rg’i-pyo- there is 
a centum correspondence in Greek Homeric uiywtioc ‘hawk’ 310 . Ancient Macedonian 
apYiorrMi^ar.Tot;, MaKcSovct; “an eagle in Macedonian” (Hes.), cf. Homeric Greek 
fipYirroSoc “swift-footed” 311 ; thus there is a possibility to reconstruct the compound 
*Hrg’i-p(t)yo-/ped/- for the early period of the history of the Indo-Iranian-Armenian- 
Greek (Macedonian seemed to be close to the latter inside the same Indo-European 
dialectal group). Nikolayev, supposing together with Starostin a direction of borrowing 
from the Northern Eastern Caucasian into Indo-European, suggested that “in Indo- 
European one may observe a regular substitution of palatalized velars for Northern 
Caucasian frontal affricates” 312 . But as it has been stressed above there is a possibility 
of such a substitution only in an earlier period when in Indo-European no affricates 
existed. If in this case the borrowing should be shifted to the dialectal period when 
Urartian was in contact with separate Indo-Iranian dialects, such substitution would 
have seemed unnatural since the latter had affricates at that period. Thus the direction 
of borrowing from an Indo-lranian dialect into Urartian can be corroborated by phonetic 
reasoning as well. 

In centum Western Indo-European the reconstructed Eastern form has its 
semantic counterpart in Latin accipiter “bird of prey, hawk, falcon” identified with 
Greek d>KU-7tT6po<;”swift-winged”, see above on the other combinations of the same 
type. As in a Common Slavic name of a hawk (Russian jastreb < *jasutrgbu 
< *Hok’-u- +p e t-r- with voicing of the metathesized labial stop) a satdm 
correspondence to the Latin form is seen 313 , it seems that Ilittite haStapi, if it is 
borrowed, might represent a corresponding form of a satdm Luwian dialect (*Has + 
tap/b- <H0k’ + *p e t-r- with a loss of -r in a final non-accented syllable and a 
metathesis of a labial stop of the same type as in the Slavic word). 

There are at least two more Northern Caucasian words for horse that might be 
compared to dialectal Indo-European terms. 

The local Indo-European term for “foal” *polo-s is found in a group of dialects 
but still belongs to a relatively old part of technical vocabulary since it is attested in 
Mycenaean Greek (po-ro, Homeric moXrx; “foal”), Albanian pele “mare” < *pOlna and 
in all the ancient Germanic languages: Gothic fula”toal, colt”, Old Icelandic foli 
(masculine), fyl < *fulja, Old English fola, Old High German folo. It seems possible to 
compare it to the Northern Caucasian *fame reconstructed on the base of Avar x"ani 
“horses” (collective form); Khvarshi yaram “foal”; Lezghian y"ar “mare”; Western 

3111 D’Arcy Thompson 1936, s. v.; Chantraine 1990, 31; Meier-Briigger 1995 (with further bibliography). 
It is supposed that the initial syllable has been changed due to an analogical influence of two other words 
of the same semantic field. 

311 It is supposed that one has to read the Macedonian gloss as apYuiovi;: Kalleris 1954, 106, 238; 
Chantraine 1990, 104; Poghirc 1983, 43-44. 

3,2 Nikolayev 1985, 61 

313 Ernout, Meillet 1994,5 (-i- may be explained by the use in a compound, see above on the old rule); 
Macek 1957, 177 (with a suggestion of pet-r- > *trep- > -*trebb- and a later change of the geminate - 
•“ebb- > -£b-); in Hittite the single p- points to a former voiced (or globalized) phoneme. However 
according to Vey the Slavic group st < *pt- that would have explained jasut- < asust- <ok’u-pt-, but in 
that case in the Slavic word the labial stop belongs not to the root, but to the suffix *-emb(h)-. 
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Caucasian *x"ara > Advgh fara “thoroughbred horse” 314 . The Northern Caucasian 
word belongs to a very small class of lexical items beginning with f-. From 7 words 
included in this class in the dictionary by Nikolayev and Starostin, two other lexemes 
(the numeral “five’ and the noun ‘fist’ related to it) also are shared with Indo- 
European’ 1 ’ The connection between the Northern Caucasian and Indo-European terms 
of this class seems beyond doubt. To establish the direction of borrowing one has to 
keep in mind the relative chronology of dispersal of Northern Caucasian that is close to 
the earliest date of the horse domestication 316 (around V mil. B. C.). Thus a Proto- 
Northcm Caucasian term should have penetrated into some Indo-European dialects. The 
place of the borrowing depends on the historical geography of migrations. At least for 
Greek and also for Albanian, that had belonged to the satdm Eastern Indo-European 
dialectal group, the possibility of borrowing from Northern Caucasian is quite real. If 
the word was borrowed from Northern Caucasian then the Indo-European -I- (-*ln-) in 
the intervocalic position is the result of the accomodation of the original -r- (-*rn-) in 
the source of borrowing. 

There is a possibility of a distant (and accordingly very old) relation between this 
group of words and the Hillile word kurka- “a foal” compared to Greek Kupvoc 317 that 
might be a common borrowing from the same Northern Caucasian stem to which 
different suffixes were added in each of the Indo-European dialects. The stem in 
Northern Caucasian might be *gwalV “horse” > Nakh *gile “horse, steed” > 
Chechen gila, Proto-Tzez-Khvarshi *guRu > Tzezi gulu “stallion, horse” 318 . The Proto- 
Tzez-Khvarshi root could have been the source of both Greek and Hittite words with a 
characteristic change of voiced into voiceless consonants depending on the rules of the 
Hittite phonology. Another borrowing from the same source (but without a suffix and 
the dimunitive sense connected to it) might be Latin caballus “labouring horse” that has 
ousted the earlier general term in Romance 319 . This word and such dialectal terms 
related to it as Albanian kal “horse”’ 20 may be borrowed from the source common to 


314 Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 425-426. On the Indo-European word: Lehmann 1986, 130. 

315 Starostin 1988, 119. 

316 As the possible earliest area of domestication is close to the proposed proto-Finno-Ugrian homeland, a 
possible link to the Ugrian name of the horse reflected in Hungarian 16. Mansi lo(w), Khanty t/law is to be 
discussed (the Tocharian etymology suggested for the latter does not seem persuasive; Napol’skix 1996, 
see there on a later borrowing in Altaic). It has been suggested (Ivanov 1984) that the Indo-European term 
can be traced back to an earlier compound the second part of which would consist of this word cognate to 
Ugrian "To, and the first one was the name for a “child” spread in different families, but the weak part of 
the suggestion is the universal character of the first element, see above on Latin puer, Yagnobi pulla*. 

317 Forssman 1980; Melchert 1994, 132. It is not easy to see whether the words should be compared also 
to Iranian terms like Persian and Tadzhik kurra “foal”, since the latter is connected to the ononiatopoetic 
appeal to address horses; cf. Vakhan kurr-kurr “Come !” in this function and knrrast “neighing of a 
horse”, Griunberg, Steblin-Kamenskij 1976, 371-372, 656. 

318 Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 445-446. 

3w Cf on a possible non-Indo-European source in a language of Asia Minor: Emout, Meillet 1994, 80 
320 Although the main Indo-European word for horse was ousted by this borrowing in connection to the 
latter, some old formulae were preserved: thus in an Albanian folk song an expression kualt te putise ze te 
sh-krehe “to water (< modem Greek potise) horses and to clean them with a brush” (Lambertz 1959, 
200-201) contains a trace of an old Indo-European technical meaning of a verb preserved also in Slavic 
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this Northern Eastern Caucasian stem. The direct borrowing is excluded because of the 
difference between the voiced consonant in Nakh and Tzez-Khvarshi and a voiceless 
one in the Latin loanword, as well as between the -w- glide in the former and the group 
-ab- in the latter. The possible intermediary language rests unknown, although the 
language with a consonantal structure of the Hittite (Northern Anatolian) type might be 
possible. But the term might have had an earlier link to another important word for 
“toal” discussed above. 

Both Indo-European terms definitely connected to the Northern Caucasian 
lexemes with the initial rare phoneme *f- - the numeral “five” and the noun “fist” 
semantically linked to the first word show the alternation of the initial voiceless labial 
stop *p- and a corresponding labiovelar *k”-: *penk"e- > Proto-Celtic *k"enk"e 
“five”' 21 . Latin qulnque (with dissimilation contrary to the assimilation in Gothic fimf 
< *pemp-); Old English fvst, Proto-Slavic *pysti, ’’fist”: Lithuanian kumstc “fist” 322 . 
The same connection between Proto-Northern Caucasian *f- and Proto-Indo-European 
p- alternating with Hittite ku- < *k w - may be suggested also for the names of “foal”, but 
in this case also the difference between r- in Northern Caucasian and Hittite and - 1- in 
the rest of Indo-European should be taken into consideration. 

5. Some names of wheeled chariots and of related objects. 

The borrowing of a name of horse should have been connected not only to the 
domestication of the horse but to the use of the wheeled vehicles-chanols of the new 
type. After the works of Childe it is clear that the spread of vehicles played important 
role in the early Indo-European migrations. Recent studies 323 have shown the absence of 
an exact correspondence between the probable area of the domestication of the horse 
and the early spread of wheeled vehicles and particularly of the light two-wheeled 
chariots that by the II mil. B. C. became the main weapon of separate groups speaking 
Indo-F.uropean dialects and of their neighbours. From this point of view, extremely 
important seems the discovery of this type of chariots in Mozan/Urkcsh (G. Bucccllati, 
personal communication). 

A study of the temporal and spatial distribution of the main terms for wheeled 
vehicles may serve as an introduction to the topic. The word hu iluganu(m) in Old 
Assyrian tablets from Asia Minor, considered as a borrowing from a native language as 
well as a Hittite term for this kind of a chariot huluga-nni- (already in the most archaic 


(Russian skresti “to clean” about a horse, skr-eb-nica as a name of a special instrument); another dialectal 
synonym is represented in Luwian kus-ala- as a similar name of an instrument, Starke 1990, 327-328, 515. 

321 Thurneysen 1946, 246, § 392. 

322 Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995, 361, 366, 747 (with references). 

323 Haudricourt 1987; Hauslcr 1985; 1986; 1994; Littauer 1977; Littauer, Crouwel 1974; 1977; 1979; 
1977a; 1986; Piggott 1968; 1969; 1974; 1979,1983; 1992; Shcrratt 1986; Kozin 1985; Gorelik 1985; 
Trifonov 1987; Kuz’mina 1997, 87, n. 28 (bibliography); Anthony, Vinogradov 1995; Adams, Mallory 
1997a, 640-641. For earlier literature cf. Wiesner 1939; Childe 1950; 1951; 1954; 1954a; Piotrovsky 1962. 
The earliest types of Urartian vehicles (carts and chariots) of the II mil. B. C. are described in detail in: 
Esayan 1966, 131-143. 
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texts 324 ), seems to be borrowed from Hurrian 3 ^. It is connected to the Proto Northern 
Caucasian term for the wheel *hwdlkwe > Chadokolob dialect of Avar horko 
“carriage”, Lak hark" “carriage wheel axle”, Dargvva 7 ark" “axle, carriage” > Akushi 
dialect of Dargwa ark. Western Caucasian *k":5 > Adygh k"S “carriage, vehicle”. A 
form having (as kurka- discussed above) *-r- corresponding to *-l- (that has been 
retained in the Hurrian form just cited, see above on I < -r- in *poIo-) possibly was 
borrowed into the Indo-European dialect reflected both in Hittite, (Hieroglyphic) 
Luwian and Tocharian: Hittite hurki-. Hieroglyphic Euwian CURRlJs wa/i + -ra/i-za- 
ni/nl-na/na “chariot” (Karkamis A 1 lb, 3; A 12,2) with a development of the palatal 
phoneme according to the satdm type 326 , Tocharian A wark-ant- “wheel”, B 
yerkwantai “wheel”. Particularly interesting seems the dialectal distribution of the 
terms: a Northern (probably Eastern) Caucasian dialect that was the source of this 
loanword had separated from Hurro-Urartian before that time, and the Indo-European 
dialect that borrowed the word is a predecessor of the centum Northern Anatolian 
(Hittite) and Tocharian, but not of the other dialects (which of course might have lost 
the word later, as it might have been ousted by new terms related to technological 
innovations). 

From the 4 Indo-European dialectal terms for "wheel, wheeled vehicle” discussed 
in recent studies 327 Hittite and Tocharian shared this first word borrowed from Northern 
Caucasian, but Tocharian had also another reduplicated term for vehicle (A kukal, B 
kokale “carriage”) going back to the second term common to Eastern Indo-European 
(reduplicated Old Indian cakra “wheel”; Avestan caxra-“whccl”, Middle Persian 
chr/cxr, Parthian cxr. Modem Persian (Farsi) carx. Eastern Iranian Ossetic calx, 
Khwarazmian cxr “wheel”, Sogdian cyr/cry “cakra”, Vakhan cdtr “spindle” 328 ; Greek 


324 The Old Hittite ritual K Bo XX 18 + K Bo XXV 65 Rs 7’, Neu 1980, 140, 1983, 69-70, n. 291. 
Particularly interesting is the ritual KUB XXIX 1 1 23-24 (a later copy of an archaic Old Hittite text) in 
which the the king says that the (divine) Throne has brought him the power and the vehicle ( c, *hu-lu-ga- 
an-ni-en); see on the interpretation. Ardzinba 1982, 88-89, 194-195 (with literature) Cf also the role of 
this symbol in the rite of the tempest: K Bo XII 74 + K Bo XXI 25 + A BoT 9 Vs. I 28, ritual of Hattie 
women zmtuhi K Bo XI 73 Vs 14’. 21 a fragment concerning Hattie god Zithariya KUB X 61 II 6 5; a 
fragment on the royal travel to Nerik Bo 2691 Rs. VI 5’; the festival of Antahsum KUB X 17 I 21, 22, 27, 
the autumn festival; K Bo XXI 78 111 13; ritual fragment VAT 7474 Vs. 11 2’, a fragment mentioning the 
god of Defense B3339 Vs. II 9’; a fragment of a rite for the queen and the king Bo 2689 Rs. V 8’: Alp 
1983, 210, 239-240, 252, 286, 290, 296, 358; see also below on this word in connection to the royal 
palace gate. 

Ivanov 1963, 15 (not attested in Hurrian proper), 1980, 115, on Northern Caucasian in its relation to 
Indo-European Nikolayev 1985, 62; Starostin 1985, 88-89; 1988, 130; Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 498. 

316 Starke 1995, 126, n. 259. A comparable loss of the initial laryngeal occurs in Milyan (Lycian B). On the 
Hittite word and its comparison to Tocharian cf. Ivanov 1980, 112-115. 

317 Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995 I, 621-623; Delamarre 1984, 125-127; Meid 1994; Adams and 
Mallory 1997, 640-641; cf. Anthony 1995, 557, fig. 1 where unfortunately important terms connected to 
the earlier period and reflected in Hittite are missed, and besides there are mistakes such as omission of the 
common Celtic and Balto-Slavic term for the wheel, etc. 

328 In the last word (Griunberg, Steblin-Kamenskij 1976, 318) contamination with another stem. See on the 
data: Abaev 1958, 287-288; Oranskij 1979, 140-142, n 16; Edel’man 1986, 157-158; Benveniste 1929, 
91. The Iranian word for “wheel” in its mythological meaning was borrowed into North Western 
Caucasian variants of the Nart folk epics, see on this motif Dumezil 1978, 95-122. To possible 
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Homeric kvkJkk; “ring, circle”, kukIegi “wheel away, carry forth”, eo-ia)KXo?”well- 
wheeled”, TETpa-KiiKAOt; “four-wheeled”, personal name KdkXeu? = Mycenaean ku- 
ke-re-u 329 ; Phrygian KiK>.t)v«iTiv ctpKiov to aatpov. (tphysg (Hes.) 33 ") and Germanic 
(Old Icelandic hvel < ’•‘k^ek''^!- [on]>*hwe[h]wlaz> Old English hweol/hweogol 
“wheel” 331 ). A non-reduplicated derivative from the same root designates “wheel” in 
Western Baltic (Prussian kelan and derivatives like kelle-wesze “driver", kele-ranco 
“one of the poles in the frame of the wheeled vehicle”; in Eastern Baltic preserved only 
in an archaic compound: Latvian du-celis < *d"i-*k"el- “two-wheeled vehicle” 332 ), 
Slavic (*kolo “wheel”, plural *kola “wheeled cart”) and Celtic (Old Irish cul 
“carriage”). It seems possible to suggest that Luwian (Hieroglyphic) zal-al- “carriage, 
vehicle”, Cuneiform zal-war/n- “riding in a chariot” derives from the same root having 
undergone an early palatalization of the initial labiovelar (*k"el- > *zel- > *zal-Y’ 33 . A 
corresponding verb existed in some Indo-European dialects and can be reconstructed for 
the oldest periods of the prehistory of the protolanguage 334 , but it has undergone 
semantic shift after the invention of the devices based on rotary motion (wheel, spindle 
etc.) Some probable verbal derivatives without reduplication are also used in reference 
to vehicles and their parts in other dialects: Mycenaean qe-re-me-ne-u is supposed to 


Mesopotamian Aryan terms a probable Kassite borrowing in Akkadian 1,1 sakrumas “an officer related to 
chariots and horses; a commander of two chariots on a military campaign: belongs (= Egyptian jdnw n tj- 
n-h h tr, Edel 1994, II, 24, 30, n. 7). A link to Old Indian cakra- seems probable. 

329 It seems possible to suggest a connection to the name of Kikkuli- as representing the centum (possibly 
Northern Anatolian) variety of the stem, but the name is to be connected to the Hurrian name Kiklip-atal 
(Laroche 1966, 92, N572) and to similar Kutean names, in all these cases Indo-European etymology is not 
absolutely excluded. 

330 In spite of the sceptical remark of Chantraine (1990, 597) the interpretation of this gloss seems beyond 
doubt because of a number of exact semantic parallels to the Ursa maior (Big Dipper) being represented as 
a carriage: Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995, 592,622; the Old Russian name is derived from the same root 
as Phrygian. The connections of Phrygian (although the facts known about the language are not numerous) 
and Tocharian arc corroborated by other isoglosses (as well as Greek-Tocharian relations stressed already 
in the classical study of Benveniste on dialectal place of Tocharian). It seems definite that Phrygian enters 
the Eastern Indo-European (Indo-lranian-Armenian-Greek) dialectal group belonging to its centum branch 
that included Greek and Ancient Macedonian. 

331 Among disputable possible ramifications, cf. Old English geola “month (December/January)”, Gothic 
fruma jiuleis “the month before the Yule month”; Old Icelandic jol “heathen festival lasting 12 days” with 
a generalization of the intervocalic voiced (glottalic according to the glottalic theory) consonant repeated 
also in the first syllable of reduplication (see on phonological obstacles Lehmann 1986, 211, J8), cf. Greek 
Kokomo, name of a month called after a festival xd KvxX(e)ia 

“ Toporov 1980, 305-307, 310; Maziulis 1988-, 11, 157-158, 160, Eckert 1995, 50-53 (a possible 
Curonian borrowing according to Buga). 

333 On the meaning see: Starke 1990, 337; synchronically Starke suggests the formation as derived with the 
suffix -al-, but historically an old reduplication (intensive *zal-zal- or normal *zazal-) might have been 
transformed. The development typologically similar to palatalization of labiovclars in the other satdm 
dialects (Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995, 79-80) may be seen also in several other stems, see Ivanov 
1999. 

334 Pokomy 1959, 639. See on the Nostratic parallels: Illic-Svityc 1971, 326-327. The original meaning 
referred to roundness as a visual archetype. 
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be equivalent to nkijuvoSerov “a ring with which spokes are fixed to the hub”; cf. 
Homeric nkfjpvij “hub or nave of a wheel” derived from k"el-H- 335 

Another (third) name of the wheel/cart often shifted to the meaning “road, path, 
way”. It was also reconstructed for Tocharian: A wkam. B yakne aikne “manner, way” 
< “road” (a semantic parallel to the cognate English way), very often as a second part 
of a compound, A tamne-wakna kakmu Sanskrit tathagata - Tibetan de-bzin-ysegs- 
pa “he that walks in the same ways fas his predecessors] ’” 6 in an archaic construction 
with a verb of motion. The stem in -*n- of this Tocharian derivative from Indo- 
European *weg’h- has been rightly identified to Old Indian Vedic vahana- “any vehicle 
or draft animal” (deva-vahana-s asva-s “a horse that carries a god” in Rg-Veda 337 ), 
Mitannian (Mesopotamian) Indo-Iranian wasanna “prescribed path of the horse during 
training”, 338 Sogdian (’nxrf-wzn “path (of the stars)= ring of zodiac”; Crimean Gothic 
waghen “currus”. Old Icelandic vagn “carriage”. Old English waegn “wagon”, Old 
Irish fen “vehicle”; a related thematic stem with the meaning “vehicle" is present in 
Homeric Greek pluralia tantum “chariot(s)” (Mycenaean wo-ka in Pylos different 
from i-qi-ja in Knossos 339 ) corresponding to Slavic *voz_ and (with morphonemic 
recoding of Brugmann’s law' 40 ) to Old Indian vaza = Avestan vaza “vehicle, draft 
animal”; common to Greek (gloss exsoqiwxpgaaiv, Hes.) and Old Indian (vahas- 
“shoulder of a draft animal”) is also a stem in -s. One of the most ancient forms among 
these stems might be Old Indian vahitra- "square chariot with pole” (in lexical lists); 
“boat”, Greek oxerka^oxapaxa, Hes., and Latin uehiculum. 341 In Baltic an -I/i- (/-yo-) 
stem is discovered in the second part (*vezls) of the Old Prussian compound kelle- 
wesze “driver”, wessis “sledge for riding”, Lithuanian vazis, vazys “small sledge”. 342 
A corresponding verb from which all these nominal stems (in *-n, thematic vowel -o, 
suffixes -s-, and *-tlo-) have been derived, has a technical meaning “to ride on a 
chariot” in Eastern Indo-European (Old Indian Vedic vahati “drive”, Avestan vazSite 
“drive”, Greek Pamphylian ejteto). Balto-Slavic (Lithuanian vezu, Proto-Slavic 
*vezoN), Western Indo-European: Italic (Latin ueho, Umbrian arveitu “aduehito”. 


335 Plath 1994 (the laryngeal might belong to the suffix as also in *ret-H-). Traditional etymology linking 
the Homeric word to the verb “to fill” (tri]urki||ii) does not seem semantically satisfactory: Chantraine 
1979, 215. But the suffix -pvt] seems to point to an archaic formation. 

336 laschke 1987, 565-566 (a modem native interpretation; for the other possible meaning: “Buddha= thus 
gone or come”: Edgerton 1953, 248). 

337 In connection with the Old Indian image of vahanas “the animals which the gods ride” it is possible to 
suggest a comparison to the Human deities standing on the animals in the Yazihkaya rock pictures 
(Gtiterbock 1982, fig. B, C) and a similar Urartian representation of the god Haldi standing on a lion, 
Xodzas a. o. 1979, 73, fig. 41, 57-58. 

338 Starke 1995, 95-108. 

337 According to Plath 1994 from Proto-Greek *ikk w iya ^wok'a “a horse-driven vehicle”. 

J10 If this rule is accepted, a remark in Porzig 1954 (in a book that in general should be singled out for his 
careful investigation of the dialectal relationship of the vehicle terms in Indo-European) on a relatively late 
character of this thematic term loses its force In many Indo-European dialects derivatives of this root 
acquired a meaning “weight” (originally “weight that an equid can bear”). 

341 On the age of the noun and its morphology see: Vine 1993, 122-125; Meid 1994 (late Indo-European 
or post-Indo-European according to Meid). 

112 Maziulis 1980-1988,11, 160, Eckert 1995, 51-65. 
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kuveitu “conuehito”). The root in this meaning has been discovered in Hieroglyphic 
Luwian wiza- ‘drive” 343 . 

Thus the distribution of the verb and its nominal derivations is the same as that of 
the second term; the area includes both Tocharian and Southern Anatolian, but not 
Northern Anatolian (at least in this meaning). 

A fourth name of a “wheel/ chariot” is shared by Indo-Iranian (Old Indian ratha-, 
Avestan ra0a “military chariot; carriage”. Middle Persian Turfan rhy “chariot”. Old 
Persian u-ra0a- “having good chariots”, Sogdian r88-, Khotanese Saka raha “chariot”, 
Ossetic ractacn-agd “thill < thigh of a cart” 344 ), Italic and Celtic (Latin rota “wheel”. 
Old Irish roth). Western Germanic (Old High German rad) and Eastern Baltic 
(Lithuanian ratas “wheel’, plural ratai “wheeled chariot”, dvi-ratis “two-wheeled 
vehicle” = Latin bi-rotus that seems to be a synonym of a probably more archaic 
similar compound with *k”el- preserved in Latvian, see above). The word (as the two 
previous items) is a deverbal noun (cf. the verb reflected in Lithuanian ritu “I turn 
around”. Old Irish rcthim “I am running”). 343 

Comparing these data one may suggest several main stages in developing of the 
Indo-European wheeled transport. First, all the terms belong to the period when the 
dialectal dispersal had started already (probably early 111 mil. B. C.). The oldest term 
common to Anatolian (Hittite and Luwian) and Tocharian has links to Northern 
Caucasian and Human terminology. Connections (still disputable) both to the Northern 
Caucasian and Kartvelian terms were also supposed in respect to another word related 
to harness that belongs to this earlier period when Hittite had not yet separated from the 
rest of the dialects including Eastern Indo-European, particularly the Old Indian dialect 
continued in Vedic. It is the name for one of the crucial elements of the new type of 
chariot-yoke. The widely spread stem is of a thematic type in -*o: Hittite yukan; Vedic 
yugam “yoke”, Nuristani Prasun yfl, fiyfl “plough”"'’; Eastern Iranian Yazguliam voy 
“yoke”, Shugni yuy, Mundzhan ySgh/yry 347 , Armenian lowc 348 ; Greek £oydv “yoke”; 


343 Meriggi 1962,147 (with an antiquated reading of the phonetic sign for the initial syllable), Starke 1990, 
308, n. 1055, 314, 509, n. 1874. Since the palatal aspirated voiced disappeared in Luwian, the /(/)- 
morph should be traced back to the sigmatic suffix *-sk’-. 

344 Abaev 1973, II, 383, see there on a possible trace in Scythian. 

345 A participle element in Latin rotundus may be a trace of a verb that had disappeared: Ernout, Meillet 
1994, 578. B Vine suggests the identity of -H- in Latin rota < rot-eH 2 and of the element reflected in the 
aspirated voiceless stop in Indo-Iranian *rot-H 2 -o- 

344 In general the diffusion of plough studied by Vavilov and Haudricourt (Haudricort, Delamarre 1986; 
Haudricourt 1987) is connected to that of a wheeled chariot, and many terms are transferred from one field 
into another; the details and some special cases are to be discussed separately, for Eastern Iranian see: 
Stebiin-Kamenskij 1985 with references. In literature on comparative Indo-European symholic 
anthropology the problem has been discussed in connection to the role of “the plough with a yoke’’ among 
Scythian symbols, Benveniste 1938; Dumezil 1978; Xazanov 1985; Raevskij 1977; 1985, 27. 

347 Andreev a. o. 1957, 366; Griunberg 1972, 392 (yax in the text on reaping, 168, sentence 5); Stebiin- 
Kamenskij 1985, 161, 

348 The initial I- <* j- in the Armenian form that seems to be influenced by Northern Caucasian laterals (for 
other internal Armenian explanations see references in Lehmann 1986, 212, J 12) is particularly interesting 
for comparison to those Northern Eastern Caucasian forms of the word with the same meaning that have 
an initial r- 


192 



Comparative Notes on Hurro-Urartian, 
Northern Caucasian and Indo-European 


Old Church Slavonic igo. Old Icelandic ok "yoke”. Gothic yuk “pair”, Latin iugum; 
Lithuanian jungas with reshaping of the noun with the influence of a nasal verbal 
infixed stem similar to Old Irish cu-ing- < *com-jung-os. Old Indian a-juqg-as 
"unpaired”. As with some other words of the same semantic field with a clear inner 
form due to the connection to a primary verb (see above on derivatives from *weig’h- 
"drive”), there are several other nominal stems with partly synonymous meanings. A 
stem in -*s- is attested in Mycenean Greek (Dative plural ze-u-ke-si 'for pairs” with the 
derived -u- stem: ze-u-ke-u-si “for those who are in charge of harness”, cf. the 
unexplained u- in Gothic jukuzi), Latin (iugus) and Slavic (*iz-es-e); a comparison to 
the Hittite form i-u-ga-as-sa “yearling” seems possible 349 (the metaphorical temporal 
development of the main technical meaning of the root is shared by all the ancient 
dialects as well as its application to different kinds of couples and pairs). In Old Indian 
(sa-yuj-), Greek (ab-^oq) and Latin (con-iux “spouse; husband or wife”) archaic 
compounds athematic nominal stems have been preserved (in the derived social 
meaning that should be reconstructed for the protolanguage). The verb from which all 
these nominal stems have been derived is present in all the main groups of dialects (on 
Hittite see below) with the old set of different types of conjugation (nasal stems, 
sigmatic stem and mediopassive stem in -*dh- etc ): Old Indian yuj-/yu-na-k-ti; 
Nuristani Prasun iipd-, Imperative yupu “to prepare”, Kati yipfi 350 , Waigali yiipoy, 
Avestan yaog-; Greek ijcnyvnpi, Latin iungo, Lithuanian jungiu. The network of 
archaic semantic and grammatical connections makes it evident that the name of yoke 
belonged to the old elements of the Proto-Indo-European language. 

The Indo-European term for yoke resembles the Northern Eastern Caucasian 
words with the same meaning: Nakh *duq “yoke” > Chechen duq, Avar-Andi *ruA.:V 
"yoke” > Avar ruA:; Lezghian *?ar/.:" "yoke” > Tabassaran jurk:-aR, Tsakhur ok, 
Kryz uk-ar. Khinalug ing “yoke”. Western Caucasian *b(9)y9 “yoke” > Kabardian bid 
"yoke” on the base of which North Caucasian *?regwE “yoke” is reconstructed 
different from *rikwV “yoke stick” seen to be reflected in Lak ruk “yoke”, Dargwa 
duk “yoke” 3S1 . Particularly similar arc the forms of concrete languages that may be 
explained by later multichannel borrowing. As the date of the invention of the yoke is 
much closer to us than the dispersal of Proto-Northern Caucasian and even of Proto- 
North-Eastem branch, there is no use in discussing the relationship of protoforms that 
might be a scholarly illusion. The word might have been borrowed several times as it is 
clear for Tabasaran uRin “yoke for two oxen” and some other later borrowings 332 . The 
main source of borrowing seems to be different Indo-European dialects particularly of 
the Eastern group: Iranian and Armenian, probably also Greek. Northern Eastern 
Caucasian (particularly Avar-Andi, Lak and Darwa) names of yoke with the initial r- 


349 But cf. Puhvel 1984, 497-499 

330 Nuristani and Dardic forms were based on the analogical reshaping yujjati>*yujjai> yuppai “is 
joined, is fittings is made ready”, Waigali form may be borrowed from Dardic Pashai: Turner 1989, 607 
This case is methodologically important as it shows that the value of Nuristani linguistic forms for 
historical studies should not be overestimated. 

3;>1 Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 220, 954; Starostin 1985, 80 
352 Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 220-221. 
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may be directly compared with later Eastern Iranian forms like Vakhan rig “two plaits 
made of twisted twigs that fasten a thill to a yoke'”' 3 . Rushan. Huf. Bartang rayag < 
*fra-yuga “twisted twigs that fasten a thill to to the yoke”, Avestan fra-yaog-, Old 
Indian pra-yuj- “to yoke”. Such words might be directly considered as maximally close 
to the prototypes for similar forms in separate Northern Caucasian languages. A 
comparable problem may be discussed in connection to the Kartvelian terms; Swan - 
uywa-, uywa "yoke”, Megrelian uyu-, Laz uyu, Georgian uyel-y “yoke” are supposed 
to be relatively later borrowing from Iranian 33 '. In that case, despite objections by 
Klimov, it might be possible to compare to the type of the Georgian uyleul-, Megrelian 
uyul- “pair, yoke of oxen” Old Indian yugala- “pair, couple” (attested in Pahcatantra), 
Pali yugala- “pair”, Dardic Khowar juwaiu “couple (usually of humans)”, Marathi 
juval “pair of twins, pair”; Mundzhan ghuwela “twisted twigs that fasten a thill to the 
yoke”, Yidga ghuelo “yoke-rope” < *yuyelo, archaic Greek (Homeric) Cfxykr\ “yoke- 
cushion, between neck and yoke” 335 ; I-atin iugulum “throat < *joint”, lugula, name of 
a star and a constellation. The most difficult side of the intersection of several language 
families in connection to the name of ‘yoke’ constitute the Semitic facts. But if lllic- 
Svityc was right in connecting the Indo-European term to Semitic name of shackles, 
fetter (Akkadian allu/illi/ullu, ’ll “chains, shackles”. Hebrew ’ol, Canaanite hullu 356 ) 
then all the important linguistic groups of this part of the Ancient Near East participated 
in transmitting the word. 

The history of the word for yoke is particularly important for the whole semantic 
field, the most important parts of which came from Indo-European to the other groups, 
although the technological and linguistic exchange and interborrowing was so active 
that it would have been a simplification to search for one direction only. 

Besides the names for the chariot (huluganni), the wheel (hurki) and yoke 
(iukan) in Hittite three more terms are known that can help to reconstruct terminology 
of the wheeled transport. The Hittite name of the thill hissa is identical to Old Indian 
Vedic Is a “pole of carriage or plough” (ekes a “having one pole”), Pali and Prakrit Isa 
“pole of plough”; Avestan aesa “plough”,Modem Persian xes; Homeric Greek oIt]Kci; 
(Plural) “yoke-rings, through which the reins passed”, oujiov “tiller, helm, rudder” 
(with the development of sea-travel meanings typical of Greek and Germanic: Old 
Icelandic Sr, Old English dr), Slovene oje, ojesa “thill”, Serbian-Croate oje, Czech oj. 
Old Polish oje, High Luzhitian wojo. Low Luzhitian wojo, Ukrainian woje, Belorussian 
ojiste “thill” (Proto-Slavic stem in -s-), Lithuanian iena, old Baltic borrowing in Finnish 
aisa < *ois9. The Hittite verb turiya- “to harness, to yoke” is derived from a noun 
cognate to Old Indian Vedic dhur “pole of a car”. As the verb is used already in the 
oldest Hittite texts (as in the collection of the stories about the palace officials and in 


353 Griunberg, Steblin-Kamenskij 1976,438,274, fig 1-6,161, block3; Steblin-Kamenskij 1985, 160. 

354 Klimov 1994,68-72. 

353 Steblin-Kamenskij 1985, 160 (see also 163 on the type of Tadzhik dialectal yuylol < *y(a)uga-dara-); 
Griunberg 1972, 304; Chantraine 1990, 398 (with references). 

356 Illid-Svityd 1965, 364-365. Klimov 1994, 70. strongly opposes the suggestion. Nikolayev, Starostin 
(1994, 220) accept links between Semitic, Kartvelian and Indo-European, but refuse to speak about Indo- 
European influence on Northern Caucasian. 


194 



Comparative Notes on Hurro-Urartian, 
Northern Caucasian and Indo-European 


the first variant of Laws) and the noun had disappeared by that time, the word ts 
important for chronology of the whole semantic field in Hittite Corresponding terms 
contained extraordinary wealth of additional meanings in Vedic. The whole 
mythological picture of the universe was expressed through this terminology of wheeled 
vehicles. As an example two lines from RgVeda (VII, 63,2) may be cited: 
samanam cakram pariavh’rtsan, 
yad Etaso vdhati dhursu yw/rtah 

“ ...desiring to revolve hither the universal wheel , which Etasa, yoked to the pole, 
draws”. As another similar example one may cite also the combination rtasya ... dliun 
“by the pole of the Universal Law” (RgVeda 111, 6,6 a. o ). In later brahmamc texts 
dhur as a symbol of yoke becomes the main object of veneration 3 '' 

To the Indo-European terms connected to vehicles one may possibly trace back 
also Hittite ismeri- “bridle” mentioned above in connection to the ritual and social use 
of the term Its phonetic interpretation and etymology is disputable: although the Hittite 
ritual use does not contradict comparison to Palaic (also Northern Anatolian as Hittite) 
sameri-, used as an epithet of the chief god Zaparwa 3 ' 8 still the meaning of the latter is 
not clear. A comparison to Homeric Greek ipa^/Genitive ipuvro; “reins; halter; leather 
strap or thong in which the chariot-box was hung” is possible only if the initial i- is not 
added as a purely orthographic device. The Greek term is compared also to another 
Hittite word iShimanna- “rope, cord”. 359 The latter is derived from the verbal stem is 
hiya- < *sH 2 -yo- for which a special meaning “to bind a horse” may be reconstructed: 
cf Avestan hita- “horses yoked together”, Hit-aspa- (mythological proper name). 360 

The next stage after the separation of Northern Anatolian includes Southern 
Anatolian (Luwian) and Tocharian and all the Eastern Indo-European languages and (in 
another non-reduplicated variant of the second term for the wheeled vehicle ) also Balto- 
Slavic, Germanic and Celtic. All these areas are covered by the second and third terms 
tor wheel/chariot discussed above. These two isoglosses that are approximately 
identical made it possible to suggest such a variant of the lndo-Hittitc hypothesis in 
which, after the separation of Hittite (Northern Anatolian), the Southern Anatolian 
dialect developed still together with the other groups. 

At the next period Luwian and Tocharian do not participate in the isoglosses, but 
Greek still does. Such distribution is characteristic of the term for "axle” having 
different stems formed from the same root, a thematic stem in *-o- in Indo-Iranian (Old 
Indian aks a-, Avestan asa-), archaic heteroclitic stems in -*en-/-on- in Greek and 
Germanic (Mycenaean Greek a-ko-so-ne = ctjjovsc, plural, Homeric a£(ov, Old High 


357 See the text of Satapatha Brahmapa analyzed in connection with the problem of yoke as a sacred 
symbol in Indo-Iranian traditions in Dumezil 1978, 177, n. 4. 

358 Melchert 1994, 155; on different Greek words compared to this Hittite term see: Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 
1984/1995, 626; Puhvel 1984. 429 Comparison to pqpivtloc “cord” does not seem well chosen, since the 
suffix points to a foreign origin of the word. 

339 Watkins 1995, 454-455, 457. 

Bartholomae 1979, 813; Ivanov 1981, 165; Haudry 1978, 205, 260,427. 
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German ahsa), -i- in Balto-Slavic and Italic (Old Prussian assis, Lithuanian aSfe/esfe 361 , 
Slavic *os, Latin axis), -I- in Italic (Latin ala). An old type of a compound is 
represented by the Greek composite word a|i-«£-o “four-wheeled wagon; Big Dipper”. 
In Greek tradition the term for axle was used in a cosmological description similar to 
the Vedic one cited above. A relatively late age of the noun can be inferred from its 
phonemic shape, since the root contains the vowel *5 362 . 

The same phonological feature characterizes the term that was one of the main 
Mycenaean terms for parts of harness: a-mo (cf. Homeric rippa “chariot”), dual a-mo- 
te, plural a-mo-ta (cf. Homeric apguxa “chariots”) in Mycenaean referring to parts of 
the vehicle (wheels or axles/frames of chariots’ 61 ). The main terms connected to 
construction of chariots are derived from this stem in Mycenaean Greek: a-mo-te-wo = 
*uppoTcwoc “of a cartwright(?)” (Genitive), a-mo-te-wi-jo “decorated by the 
cartwrights(?)”, a-mo-te-jo-na-de = *appoTEUova8s “towards the workshop of 
Cartwrights (?)”; the full work done over a chariot, or lack of it, are described 
respectively by a-ra-ro-mo-te-me-na = *apappoT|iEva / a-na-mo-to = *avap(io(o)roi. 
Exact semantic correspondence to Old Indian Vedic compounds i-ris -ta-ratha 
“(whose) cart (is) non-damaged” (also combination fi-ris -ta-s ratha-s “non-damaged 
chariot” in RgVeda, cf. Avestan a-irista- “non-damaged”). a-ris -ta-nemi “ having non- 
damaged rim” (aris tanemim ratham “a chariot with non-damaged = whole rims of 
wheels”) makes it possible to suggest a common Eastern Indo-European prototype of 
such privative constructions at the level of meanings. To this Greek term close semantic 
correspondences are found in Slavic (*jaruno “yoke with a thill for two oxen” with the 
unexplained length of *a ). In Ossetic ar “thill”, as well as possibly in some other 
dialects 364 the stem was often contaminated with a term for “arm”. 

Among specific Indo-Iranian-Greek (or maybe Proto-Eastern Indo-European) 
innovative terms one may mention Old Indian samya- “yoke pin” (in 
SatapalhaBrahmana), Lahnda sam “horizontal stick of a yoke which passes under 
bullock’s neck”, Avestan sima < *sami- “wooden ring around the neck of a horse 
attached to a yoke”, Mundzhan sam “yoke-peg needed to immobilize the neck of an 
ox”, Vakhan sam(sung), “vertical pegs on the yoke”, samdarc “a rope binding together 
the vertical pegs on the yoke”, s9n-v9r “yoke” < *sami-bara-, Ossetic saemaen 
“axle” 365 . The term is cognate to Greek Kaput that besides a general technical meaning 
of “pole” (“vine-pole, vine-prop”, £ 563) has also a special nautical sense of “tiller, 
helm” coinciding with one of the main meanings of Armenian sami-k‘ “yoke pin; tiller, 
helm”. Although it has been supposed that the latter might have been an Iranian 


301 Secondary dialectal development: Andersen 1996, 26, 57, see on Baltic words Maziulis 1988, 105; 
Eckert 1995, 54. 

362 On a specific position of this phoneme see Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995 with references. 

363 Lejeune 1968; Chantraine 1990, 111. 

364 See on Eastern Baltic (Lithuanian and Latvian) terms that are considered to be later borrowings from 
German: Toporov 1980, 69 (cf. there also on Gaulish). Cf. also below on Old Indian ara- “spoke of a 
wheel” that may be connected to the same root. 

365 Abaev 1979, III, 64-65; Griunberg 1972, 168, 353; Griunberg, Steblin-Kamenskij 1976, 161, text on 
agriculture, sentencell, 274, fig. 1, 445; Steblin-Kamenskij 1985, 161-163. 
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(Parthian) loanword in Armenian" 66 , the parallel nautical meaning (characteristic of the 
other Greek terms of this semantic field) may point to an earlier Eastern Indo-European 
transport term. 

The next stage seen in the fourth term for wheel/chariot is marked by the absence 
of Greek and by the beginning of the dialectal dispersal of some groups, for instance 
Balto-Slavic (with clear Eastern Baltic innovation opposed to an archaism preserved in 
Western Baltic and Slavic as marginal dialects). To this period the name of hub may 
belong: Old Indian Vedic nabbi “nave of wheel; navel”, nabhyam “nave of a wheel”, 
Sinhalese saknaba “hub”< *cakra-nabhi “nave of wheel”, Old Prussian nabis “nave of 
wheel, navel”. Old English nafu, nafa “hub of a wheel” (nafogar “auger" < * nabo- 
gaizaz “tool for piercing wheel hubs ’). Old Icelandic no f. Old High German naba (the 
transfer of the names of parts of the body to denote parts of wheel or carriage is 
characteristic of different Indo-European traditions, see above on Ossetic 367 ). Greek has 
another term probably derived from *k"el-(H)-. see above on Mycenaean qe-re-me-ne- 
u. An interesting “Scythian-F.uropean” dialectal term spread in Eastern Iranian, 
Albanian, Balto-Slavic and Germanic may be seen in Ossetic fsondz “yoke” (fs- < *sf- 
< *sp-), Albanian pends “pair of yoked oxen”, Latvian spanda “a rope to bind plough 
to the yoke”, Old High German spannan “to stretch” (German Ge-spann “team, 
couple”). Old English spinel “spindle” 368 . Ossetic sti/evdz(ae) “vertical pivot 
connecting a yoke to the thill” is supposed to enter a similar isogloss, since comparable 
technical terms are found in Baltic, Slavic (Russian spica “spoke”), Germanic and 
Latin 369 , but only some of these words are specialized in the meanings related to 
vehicles. 

To the period of separate dialectal migrations of some Western Indo-European 
dialects belong such local isoglosses as the word common to Italic (Latin currus) and 
Celtic (Old Irish carr, Gaulish carros > Latin carrus “four-wheeled chariot”) but 
known also to a certain satdm dialect (probably of a Paleobalkanic Thracian or 
Southern Anatolian type) from which the gloss derives: mxpc«i*apa(;ai’ 71 '. 

To a period of the separate development of Indo-Iranian the appearance of the fifth 
name of vehicle/road we/ort-on- (> Avestan vasa “vehicle”. Western Iranian Parthian 
wardyun “chariot; vehicle”. Eastern Iranian Sogdian wrtn “chariot”, Ossetic 
waerdon’cart”, Mesopotamian Aryan wartanna “circular track for training horses”) 371 
could be referred. The term from the ancient Alan dialect was borrowed into Nakh 
(Chechen varda[n], Ingush vorda “cart”), Lak (warda “two-wheeled cart”) and 


366 Benvcniste 1964, bul cf Dzaukian 1982, 136. 

367 Abaev 1973, n, 149, suggested that the Indo-European term for ‘ navel” had been borrowed into 
Western Caucasian, but see on a different explanation of these words: Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 306. On 
Old Prussian as an archaism cf. Eckert 1995, 53. 

m Abaev 1958,1, 485; 1965, 9-11; Delamarre 1984, 123. 

309 Abaev 1979, III, 152; Delamarre, ib. 

370 Porzig 1954; Ernout, Meillet 1994, 102, 160. 

371 Abaev 1989,IV, 92; Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995.465, 623. 
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Abkhaz-Abaza (Abkhaz a-warddn “cart”, Abaza wanddr < wardfln “cart” 12 . Some of 
the Indo-Aryan terms, correspondences to which in the other dialects are not clear, may 
be considered either innovations of the last period or archaic survivals (e. g. Old Indian 
Vedic ara- “spoke of a wheel”, Panjabi ar “one of the crosspieces in a cart-wheel”, 
Oriya ara “felloe of a wheel” 373 ). 

Among verbs related to the vehicles and horses to Proto-Indo-Iranian can be 
referred the prototype of Old Indian Vedic abhi dha- “to harness, to yoke”, abhidhanl- 
“halter”, Avestan zaranyo. aiwifiana "having a golden rein” (in a long series of 
epithets of a horse: Yt. VIII. 18), cf. Ossetic zacrln + (w)idon/jidonae “rein(s)”, 
widadz “bridle”; Khotanese Saka byana- “rein”, Pamirian Sarykol wiSan, Yidga 

a as • ,,374 

awlan rein 

An important innovation in this semantic field in Iranian languages is a general 
term for horseback riding: Avestan bar- “to ride horseback” 375 . Old Persian asa-bSra- 
“rider” 376 , Middle Persian Pahlavi asaparan “riders” 377 , Modem Persian suvar < asvar. 
Eastern Iranian Khotanese Saka assa-bara- “rider”, Sogdian P’r‘k “rider”, Yagnobi 
vora “rider; horseback” 378 , Ossetic baraeg “rider”. In Shugni-Iazguliam and Ishkashim 
Pamirian languages a new name of horse is derived from this stem: *baraka- > Shugni 
vorj “horse”, lazguliam varag, Ishkashim vdrok “horse”, Sarykol vdrok, vorak. 


372 Abaev 1949, 335-336; 1989, IV, 92. As Abaev has suggested, borrowing of these terms shows that the 
wheeled vehicles were introduced into the Caucasus by Alanian invaders. This fact demonstrates that the 
borrowing of another term for “wheel/wheeled chariot” (possibly of another more archaic type) cognate to 
Hittite burki- “wheel” that went in the opposite direction should have occurred before the speakers of 
Proto-Northern Caucasian had come to the Caucasus from more Southern areas (according to Starostin’s 
suggestion, see above) To a much later period belong such Northern Caucasian borrowings in Ossetic as 
govffae “body of a cart” front Kabardinian gufa “thill”, Abaev 1958,1, 529. 

373 The term that enters some widely spread compounds ( Old Indian araghatta- ‘wheel for raising water”, 
nemiyara- “felloe-spoke”) might have had originally some connection to the stem of Ossetic ar “thill” (see 
above). 

374 Bartholomae 1979, Reichelt 1978, 395, 503; Abaev 1989, IV, 107 (with a discussion of phonetically 
irregular correspondence of the closely related Avestan and Ossetic terms) 

375 Bartholomae 1979, 936, meaning 8, n. 14 (from *bhur- “to move quickly’ attested in this original 
function in Sanskrit). 

376 Kossowicz 1872, 12; Bartholomae 1979, 219, add. 121 

377 Perixanjan 1973, 440; 1983, 17. On the borrowing of Persian asbar- in the other medieval Iranian and 
Middle lndo-Aryan documents: Livshic 1969, 66, n. 95 (with references); Steblin-Kamcnskij 1981, 323; cf. 
Lukonin 1987, 242, n. 48. 

378 Andreev a o. 1957, 346. The typical Yagnobi expression corresponds to the parts of the Old Iranian 
compound: aspc vora “horseback” (ib. , 15, Nl, sentence 75; 101, N17, sentence 10; 139, N28, sentence 
29; 144, N28, sentences 68 and 77; 154, N 31, sentence 32; 193, N43, sentence 15; 196, N44, sentence 10 
a. o.). The phrase vora vunay-t vora vu “you sit down on what you are going to sit” is used as a 
euphemism when the name of a horse is avoided (ib. , 346); cf. in the Yagnobi secret language rubc- 
diiynta “horse = broom-tail” (in a folk narrative: rubeduymote ritis partowt “throw him to the horses”, 
ib., 315 with parallel names of animals in the other Pamirian languages), Tadzhik (Persian)-Yagnobi secret 
name of the horse dym-zlr “horse lail-broom” (Xromov 1973, 167, without interpretation); although the 
order of the elements is different, the Iranian name of “tail’ is present in both the “secret” (taboo) 
compounds, cf. the combination of this noun (Yagnobi duym, dum, Sogdian dwnph = *6unib “tail”, 
bwnp’k = *5umbak “having a tail”, Benveniste 1929, 94) with the name of horse in a number of stories: 
Andreev a. o. 1957, 88, N 10, sentence 26 (aspe dumesint), 94, N 14, sentence 43 (aspte diime), 189, N 
41, sentence 71; 206, N 44, sentence 65 (aspd duymes). 
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Rushan vurj "horse”, Ossetic bairag "foal”, cf. in Western Iranian Pahlavi barak. 
Modern Persian baragl “horse” 379 . In the ancient Alanic (Scythian) dialect names 
Anbal (known in XII c. A D. from Old Russian chronicles) and AvtiuXuv (attested in 
Old Alanic Zelenchuk inscription of X-XII c. A. D.) derive from the same stem as 
Modem Ossetic aem-bal “companion”, cf. also bal < *bar-ya- “a group, detachment, 
gang<*detachment of riders”, bale “travel, trip; military excursion (in the traditional 
folk epics)” < *bar-ti, bal-xon”leader” ,8 ° As Nikolayev and Starostin suggested, 
Alanic (Scythian) *bal-ti- were borrowed into Lak (burt'.ij “on horse-back”, burtiijhu 
“rider”, Proto-Darwa *murta: “rider” > Akushi dialect murda, Chirag dialect mart:a. 
It is supposed also that the name of “horse” in Avar-Andi (*bar-ti > Avar bard 
“stallion”), Lak (balcan “horse”), Darwa (cf. Akushi bartken “deer” with a semantic 
shift) and Lezghian (balkan “horse”) are old loanwords from Alanic as also Chechen 
ben, Ingush bari “a fine guy, brick horse-rider” 381 . This etymology suggests that the 
horseback riding was introduced into the Caucasus by Alanic invaders, as at least one 
type of wheeled vehicles also was. 

The term for this type of transport had been an Iranian innovation. Ossetic words 
related to vehicles that are discussed above (calx "wheel”, raetaen-agd “thill”, ar “pole 
in a cart; thill”, saemaen “axle”, fsondz “yoke”, wacrdon “cart” 382 ) belong to different 
chronological strata of Indo-European dialectal vocabulary. In this they differ radically 
from the lexical group of words related to horseback riding, most of which belong to the 
Iranian layer or entered the language much later: -tong in compounds aex-tong “strap, 
belt, thong serving as a support”, dymi-tong “tail belt” 38 ’, cognate to Afghan ta-tang, 
Persian tang, Kurdish tang “strap”; a compound aegd-yncoj “stirrup” (with the same 
first element as the second one in an Ossetic composite name for thill mentioned above 
+ aencoj “to support” from a preverb-verb combination *ham-c|yjana-); zgaellagkom 
“bits” (a compound with a semantic inner form “metal + mouth”, for which parallels 


‘ 9 Morgenstieme 1974, 85-86; Abaev 1958,1, 232, 237; Sokolova 1953,202, Yazguliam text I, sentence 
27; 1973, 13; Andreev a. o. 1957, 346. 

380 Abaev 1949, 42, 57, 262, 266, 1958,1, 135, 232-234 

381 Abaev 1958, 1, 237; Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 285. Alan-Chechen connections had been first studied 
by Abaev in his important work of early 1950's that was prohibited by official censorsliip and was never 
published. Abaev unpublished. Among other words Abaev suggested that Ossetic rox “bridle, reins” was 
borrowed into Chechen ure (Plural areas), Ingush lire : Abaev 1973, Ill, 422. Nikolaev and Starostin 
(1994, 234-235) suggest a proto-Northem Caucasian stem * ? xwTri “bridle, reins”(see above on a 
problematic link to the Urartian term). In that case this Ossetic word (as probably also an enigmatic 
folklore name of a precious bridle xaere, Abaev 1989, IV, 182; 1958, I, 193, see as a Dargwa parallel 
Urakhi hurhur “bridle’) is borrowed from Nakh (or another Northern Eastern Caucasian) languages, as 
Ossetic baex “horse” was; it comes from Nakh *baqe “foal” > Chechen beqa, Ingush baq: Abaev 1958, 
256; Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 1049 

382 The terms for the rein (widon, widadz) occupy a specific place since a corresponding term in Rgveda 
refers to a horse being yoked into a chariot, and the Iranian terms starting with Avesta speak about horse- 
riding. 

383 See on Eastern Iranian terms for the tail of a horse above in connection with the Vakhan secret names 
of horse. See on the second part of these Ossetic terms: Abaev 1958,1, 222-223, 382. Although the stem 
*twengh- “to press in on” seems to be old (Pokomy 1959, 1099; Watkins 1985, 72), its use in respect to a 
horse is an Iranian innovation. 
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exist in many linguistic traditions of Central Asia including Yenisseyan and Tibetan); a 
verbal derivative aeftawgae “horse-cloth” (from aeftawyn “throw over, to tie horses 
to”); (j)aexs(ae) “whip, lash” with unclear etymology; some of the terms are borrowed 
as sarg “saddle” (from Arabic), du/og “(funerary) horseraces” (maybe from Turk) 3 * 4 . 
The study of this group of terms throws light on chronology of the development of 
horseback riding. It appeared early in the history of Iranian dialects after their 
separation from Indo-Aryan and other Aryan groups. Some general terms (such as *sed- 
“to sit”) acquired in Iranian a specialized meaning connected to riding a donkey 
(Bactrian yopopu/rivo with a possible meaning “sitting on a donkey’” 85 ) or horse, but 
this meaning can not be reconstructed for Proto-Indo-European. This conclusion is 
corroborated by the data of the other Indo-European dialects. Only some of them (for 
instance, Baltic, Germanic and Celtic) have terms specialized for horseback riding, but 
they derive from terminology of movement particularly connected to vehicles, cf. for 
instance Lithuanian joti “ride horseback” cognate to Hittite iya- “move by vehicle” 386 . 
A recent suggestion concerning the Proto-Indo-European form reflected in Latin eques 
“calvalryman = knight” (a social status); horse” - Homeric Greek imtoxa “horseman, 
knight” as a name for Indo-European horseback rider 387 . Judging from linguistic data, 
one should conclude that if the horseback riding started at the transition of the V and IV 
mil. B. C. before the dispersal of the Proto-Indo-European language, it had not been 
originally connected to Indo-Europeans. For the Northern Kazakhstan at the second half 
of the IV mil. B. C. , when the archaeological traces of horse riding at least in its 
rudimentary form become numerous, the proto-Yenisseyan language is a probable 
candidate, and thus the possible link of Proto-Yenisseyan and Proto-Indo-European 
terms for horse is particularly important. 

The Indo-European proto-language had a general term for taming or 
domesticating animals and raping women, from which several dialectal names of oxen 
are derived 388 that might be a sign of a more ancient period. In some traditions, 
particularly in Homeric Greek the root (as in inno-dapoi; “horse-taming” of the 
Trojans' 389 ) may be applied to taming of horses, but the linguistic evidence is less 


384 See on these words: Abaev 195S, I, 122-123; 1989, IV, 308, 1958, I, 114-115; 564; 1979, 111, 34-35; 
1958,1,373-374. 

385 Livshic 1969, 60 with references on comparable Iranian (Scythian and Ossetic) terms; Steblin- 
Kamenskij 1981.323-324 

386 Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995,1, 627. The main data were collected already in Buck 1988, 714-715 
(meaning a. mostly denoted by verbs derived from the name of horse). Some of the verbs that Buck gave 
with the meaning a (“to ride horseback") are found in the most ancient languages with the meaning h (“to 
move in a vehicle”). 

387 Meid 1994; cf. Adams, Mallory, Miller 1997,277. It seems worth noticing that a comparable suffix may 
be seen in Cuneiform Luwian a-as-5u-u-ut-t(i (KUB XXXV 100 Rs 3, Starke 1985, 408; 1995, 118, n. 
236); according to the old suggestion by Sturtevant (1942b, recently discussed again by Held and 
Schmalstieg 1969, Held, Schmalstieg and Gertz 1988) the sign for -u- might have a phonetic value joj as 
in the Human Cuneiform writing. Unfortunately the text is broken and the meaning of the derivative in 
Luwian is unclear. 

388 Gamkrelidze, Ivanov, ib., 403-4, n. 23; 491. 

389 Having in mind the Trojan legend of the Etruscan origins, the Etruscan term Sagvo^ “horse’ (Pallotino 
1980, 429) seems intriguing. On the meaning of the Indo-European root cf. Benveniste 1955. 


200 



Comparative Notes on Hurro-Urartian, 
Northern Caucasian and Indo-European 


promising than in respect of the earlier branches of cattle-breeding. It can be supposed 
that the acqaintance with a domesticated horse is roughly contemporary with the end of 
the common Proto-Indo-European period. It seems reasonable to find in the distribution 
of the words connected to this field of activity, particularly of the names of vehicles and 
their parts, traces of those migrations that were made by means of these new 
technological devices. 

Among the Hurrian terms related to vehicles and rotary motion, particularly 
interesting seems Hurrian tiyari-(t-) “spindle, chariot”. The first meaning is attested in 
the Ras Shamra vocabulary (RS quadr. 137 II 22): Hurrian te-a-ri = Sumerian SUM. 
BAL = Akkadian PILAKKU = Ugaritic pilakku “spindle”. There arc several places in 
the Hurrian rituals where the word GlS ti-ya-ri-ta may be translated as “spindle” (or a 
similar thing), for instance in a Bogazkoy list of objects where it is mentioned after a 
ladder; a borrowed Luwian noun had probably the same meaning 390 But in 2 places of 
the Hittite translation of the Hurrian epic song of Ullikummi the meaning “military 
chariot, wheeled vehicle” is evident. A description of a battle includes the lines: D U-as- 
kan Gls ti-ya-ri-da-as sa-ra-a ga-as-ga-as-ti-pa!-as ma-a-an wa-at-ku-ut “The God of 
Thunder (= Teshop) jumped up on the chariot as when it goes up from the royal palace 
gate 391 ” (KUB XXX III 106 21). In a damaged passage in the beginning of the same 
description (ib. 3-7) 2 times a logograhic denotation of a military chariot is used in the 
same context (with the same verbs); after the second use of it the word Gl “ti-ya-ri-ta 
appears before the verb ni-ni-m-ki-iSf-ki-iz-zi] “he is winding up" which should refer 
to the yoke or the horse team. 

Hurrian tiyarit “spindle, chariot” is cognate to Western Northern Caucasian 
*t:ar3dd > Prolo-Abkhaz-Tapant *darddd > Abkhaz (a)-dardd “spindle” (Bzyb dialect 
a-dSrdd), Abaza daddr-, the Eastern Northern Caucasian forms (‘tlrungV “spindle” > 
Dargwa *duruk > durug, Lezghian *tinug > Archi tung “spindle’s pivot”), although 
comparable to Indo-European *tork“- “spindle” 392 are definitely far from the Hurrian 
word. In this rare case the Hurrian form coincides with the Western Caucasian, and not 
with the Eastern one. The Hurrian and Western Caucasian words (where the second *- 
d- may be due to assimilation) also may suggest a parallel in Greek Tpoyoi; “wheel, 


m I Bo T II 129 Vs. 5, Haas, Wilhelm 1974, 178, Starke 1990, 219 

391 The name of palace gate kaskastipa- (from Hattie, cf. Hattie aska- “gate”, Ivanov 1985, 43) is written 
with a wrong sign (-ya- instead of -pa- beginning with similar parallel horizontal cuneiform lines) that was 
probably a mistake of the scribe. The whole passage dedicated to this place in Starke 1990, 219-220 is 
wrong, since the meaning of the word is known and it is not a hapax. For a text describing the appearance 
of a royal vehicle (huluganni-) coming from the palace gate (kaskastipa-) see. I Bo T I 36 I 8, 67; II 26- 
28, IV 27, Jakob-Rost 1965, 182-184; Ardzinba 1982, 143, 147, 219, n. 191, Alp 1983, 106-11. Starke’s 
remark on the chariot of Teshop is correct, but it should be directly applied to the text (without the 
unnecessary complicated scheme of a metaphor). 

392 0n this comparison and on Northern Caucasian: Starostin 1985, 85-86,89; Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 
993 According to Abaev 1949, 313, 1989, 65, the Abkhazian word derives from Ossetic waerdaert(t) “a 
heavy ring put on the spindle to make it stable” < *vartaflra- “rotating instrument” (cf. Yagnobi watra 
“mini-spindle”). If it is an old borrowing as the name of the fire (above) the source should be Proto-Iranian 
and the change due to the reshaping of the beginning has to be shifted back to Proto-Westem Caucasian 
which makes this hypothesis shaky. 
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potter’s wheel”, Armenian durgn” the potter's wheel”. Genitive drgan < *dhrogh-, 
Old Irish drogh "wheel”. 393 It seems that when the idea of the rotary motion was 
discovered its early technological applications, as well as corresponding terms, spread 
among the Indo-Europeans and their neighbours who were speaking Northern 
Caucasian dialects; the form may show a relatively later dialectal level of borrowing. 

For Indo-European, several terms partly discussed above have been reconstructed 
that refer to harness and its details 394 . Among them, many formal difficulties are 
connected to the one represented by Mycenaean Greek a-ni-ja, a-ni-ja-pi, a-ni-jo-ko 
“charioteer, rcins-holder”, Homeric hvta “reins”, f|vi-oxoi; “holding the reins, 
charioteer” (Laconian avtoxiov without aspiration). Middle Irish e(i)si “bridle”. Old 
Indian nasya “bridle passing through a nose” (with a probable influence of a word for 
‘nose’) and compared to several techical terms denoting a hook (Old Prussian ansis), a 
handle (Latin ansa ) possibly with an original stem in *-m- (> -n-) j9 \ If one accepts this 
reconstruction and considers the meaning connected to horse harness as primary, a 
possible Northern Caucasian match might be found on the one hand in *HxdmV 
“leather strip, rope, string” (> Nakh *mh6xV “harness thread”, Avar-Andi *'inko > 
Tindi ika "leather rope for donkey tethering”, Proto-Tsez-Khvarshi * 7 oA “leather rope”, 
Lak xumu “rope, string”. Western Caucasian *xa “tread in spindle” 396 ), on the other in 
Hurrian himz- “to bind, to tie up” (hi-im-za-at-hu-u-si = Hittite an-da is-hu-zi-ya-it 
“girdled” 397 , K Bo XXXII13 I-II 10-11). 

6. Hurrian voluntative in -I- : an areal feature? 

The Hurrian epic text begins with a formula si-ra-ti-li “I would like to sing”, I 
person Singular Voluntative of the verb Sir-ad- “to sing, to narrate” 398 (K Bo XXXII 11 
Vs. 1 1). Two other similar verbal forms follow: ta-al-ma-aS-ti-i-li “I will praise" (ib. I 
2-3; derived with the verbal suffix -ast- from the stem of talmi “great”) and kat-ti-il-li 


394 See on the Indo-European word Adams, Mallory 1997a, 640-641. 

3,4 Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984/1995, 621-627; Deiamarre 1984, 117-127. 

395 Toporov 1975, 92-93 (with bibliography); Chantraine 1990, 413; Watkins 1995, 7-8, n. 1 
(reconstruc.tion*H 2 ans-iyo/aH 2 ). 

396 Nikolayev, Starostin 1994,623. 

397 Neu 1996, 248-249. The Hurrian verb may be linked genetically to Proto-Dargwa *-imj[:Vr, cf on 
different variants of reconstruction: Starostin 1985, 86; Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 655. A connection to 
the Indo-European word for "girdle’' *yos (-to-) also may be suggested But the morphonemic relations 
between all these words seem too complicated, and maybe some of these etymologies should be 
abandoned. 

398 Neu 1996, 8, 30, 33-34, 38, 41, 257-258 ; 1988, 243. n. 33; the semantic link between Hurrian Sin = 
Hittite kapuwar “enumeration, computation, number” and sir-ad- “to sing = narrate” (cf. Chamaial s al- 
id- ‘To read” < *-TcwEI To count”, Nikolayev, Starostin 1994, 628-629) as in English of XVI-XVU 
centuries “(ennobled) numbers” (R. Herrick; numbers as opposite to prose in Shakespeare) in the meaning 
“verses, poems” may be connected with the counting of the number of the verse units; the conscious 
approach to the structure of a musical and poetical metrical composition may be deduced from the 
cuneiform notation of a Hurrian song E. Neu suggests the parallel of German Zahl “number": erzahlen 
“to tell a story”; B Vine adds English recount, tell “count'’ (Shakespeare), Modem bank-teller and tell a 
story. On the following Voluntative forms and their Hittite correspondences cf. Neu, ib., 35-36, 37, 105- 
106, 123-124; 151-152, 154 (with bibliography). 
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“I will speak” (ib., I 4 and 7; the stem in il- of the verb kad-“speak”). In the next part 
of the bilingual composition a Voluntative form based on another stem (in -ul-) of the 
same verb is used: ka^-du-ul-Ii/ ka 4 -tu-li "I will add (to this)= 1 will give you another 
fable” (ib. I 23-24; 25; 40; IV 7; 8; 21; 33; 34; 53; 54). In the bilingual Human-Hittite 
text, modal forms of the other persons in -1- with other morphs are also used: a-me-la-a- 
an-ni “let (the fire) bum him” (Optative with a sequence of two modal elements as in 
Urartian forms in -le-ne, see above on the whole formula in connection to the name of 
the fire), i-ti-la-an-ni = Hittite -ma-na-an wa-la-ah-zi “let (the god Teshop) strike 
him” (K Bo XXXII 14 I 6-7), Hurrian sl-ik-ku-u-ul-li = Hittite ina-an... ar-ha(-)du- 
wa-ar-na-at-ta-ri “let (his arm) be completely broken” (ib., I 47-48 ~ II 47-48; Rs. 37 
= 43-44); Hurrian e-he-eb-5u-li= Ilittite ...ma-an...u-i-su-ri-ya-at-ta-ri “let it be 
constricted” (ib. , I 48-49 II 48-49; Rs. 37 = 43-44). Such combinations confirm that 
in the dialect of the bilingual text as in the other variants of Hurro-Urartian 399 the mark - 
1- in combinations with the other morphs in the same agglutinative chain expressed 
different modal meanings. Among them, the Voluntative forms of the 1 person (that are 
also known in the Mitannian letter and in the other dialects) stand separately because of 
the unusual typology of an order addressed to the Self. 

Although such forms are typologrcally abnormal they are met at approximately 
the same time in three different languages belonging to three different families but 
being in cultural contact with one another; Hurrian, Hittite and Akkadian. The morphs 
expressing this unusual meaning in all three languages contain -I- and thus in general 
can be compared to one another (keeping in mind all the difficulties of comparing 
grammatical features of languages genetically different from one another or related only 
in a distant way). 

In the bilingual text as translational equivalents of the Hurrian voluntatives the 
Hittite Iterative forms of the Present Tense of Indicative are used: [kad-ul-li] = Hittite 
[mem-i-ski-mil “I shall speak about more things” 41 *'. A corresponding Hittite form of 
Voluntative (or 1st Person Singular of Imperative) of mema- (-hi conjugation) at the 
Middle Hittite period has not yet been attested (the form me-ma-al-lu “I will speak” 
occurs twice in the prayer of the king Muwatali 401 ); to Middle Hittite belong few forms 
of the -hi conjugation as ak-kal-lu "I will die”. But according to the suggestion of 
Benveniste accepted by several other scholars the formation of Voluntative of the -mi 
conjugation of the type of cs-li-t/es-lu-t “I will be” (with a parallel form as-all-u) might 
be very archaic since it can correspond to Old Lithuanian esle, Slavic *jestl + *li, 
Tocharian B nasal < *no-es-t- , A nesalle, for Balto-Slavic the protoform is 


199 Xachikian 1985, 104ff. 

400 On the meaning of the form in archaic texts: Dressier 1968, 218, 225; Hoflner, Guterbock 1986, 256- 
263. 

401 KUB XXX 14 III 74; VI46 IV 42; Hoffiier, Guterbock 1986. 254; mamallu “I will speak” belongs to 
Neo-Hittite when the verb has shifted to another class, cf. tar-ah-ha-al-lu “I will overcome”, K Bo XII 58 
+ Vs. 5; to a later date points also the vocalism of se-ig-gal-lu “1 will know” that should have had old 
a<*o in Singular; cf secondary Neo-Hittite u-wis-el-lu-ut “I will see’, pesgellu “I will give”, KUB XXX 
14+ ill 66 coexisting with li-tva-al-lu “t will see”, usgallu “I will see”, pesgallu 7 will give”. On 
chronology of the forms: Oettinger 1979, 45, 54, 83, 221, 486-487, 200; Melchert 1994, 157. 
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reconstructed as a combination of a particle (Old Prussian lai ) with a verbal form ,!1 In 
that case in these forms one may see at the same time an original Hittite form in -1-u-t 
(the second element in the agglutinative chain being the usual morph of the Imperative, 
the third one a mediopassive ending probably < *-dh-) and a form similar to the Human 
Voluntative in -li. The -1- (found in Hittite also in isolated modal forms like dalug-nu- 
la “that should be made longer” and in some nominalizations based on verbs) may be 
compared to Lydian infinitive in -1 and past tense 3 Person ending -l 403 and in that case 
presents an isogloss uniting Northern Anatolian with Tocharian (modal and past forms 
in -1), Armenian and Slavic (perfect participle used also in the modal function as in 
Tocharian), possibly also with Italo-Celtic (particularly Umbrian) verbal forms in -1-. In 
Hurro-Urartian the morph -I- is a mark of several moods opposed to the Indicative. In 
Akkadian the main difference (determined by the general prefixal tendency of Semitic, 
different from the suffixal one of Hurro-Urartian and Indo-European) consists in the 
position of the voluntative morph in the initial of the Akkadian forms like luk$ud “may 
I attain”, lumhas “1 want to strike, l will strike”. Although synchronically in Babylonian 
Precative the initial 1-u- as opposed to i-i- and prefixes a-(e-) and u- may be described 
as a prefix added to the stem of the past tense 404 , from the point of view of the history of 
the language the origin from a particle like Akkadian -lu (Old Rabylonian dialect of 
Mari itti sarrim la innamru “may he not meet with the king"), Arabic li (li + jaqtula 
“so that he may kill”) is quite plausible 405 . Thus if the situation in Semitic is to be 
compared to Indo-European dialects, the closest match will be found in Balto-Slavic 
where also the origin of a verbal word form from a combination with a particle is 
evident. T he other dialects (as Hittite) as well as Hurro-Urartian show already the word 
form ready-made. But it seems possible to suppose that in all three groups of languages 
the initial stage was like in Semitic and Balto-Slavic. The volition could be expressed 
by a combination with the particle. When (due to some common features of cultural and 
psychological development) the need for a form expressing this mode arose, the three 
languages chose a similar way, and maybe borrowed the particle from one of them, 
from which the stimulus for this development came. Borrowing of particles is a usual 
thing (different from borrowing of grammatical morphs that is a rare event possible 
mostly during the interaction of closely related languages). But since there might be 
other important grammatical coincidences between the languages in question, the 
explanation that is just given may not be the only possible one. 
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SUMERIAN TERMS FOR CAPRI NTS 
AND ANTELOPES 


Claude Boisson 
University Lumiere, Lyon 


ABSTRACT 

In this paper I examine the basic set of Sumerian terms for ovines, caprids, and gazelles. 
It is conjectured that these words may all be loans, at a "recent date", presumably from 
an Afroasiatic substratum/adstratum, but ultimately perhaps from some other language 
family or families. In a linguistic process possibly associated with neolithization, they 
may have spread out as Wanderworter during many millennia over vast areas extending 
from the Mediterranean and Africa to the Indian subcontinent and even Central Asia, 
from a diffusion centre somewhere in the Near East, although it is at present impossible 
to specify which were the original donor languages or language families. The 
alternative hypothesis that these words are genetically related is not to be ruled out, 
however. 

In this paper 1 shall examine the basic set of Sumerian words for ovmcs, caprids, 
and gazelles, mas, maS, udu, and sila 4 , plus the less common kir x (kirn in Borger 1981), 
leaving aside other terms such as ug "ewe", ud x "adult female goat", dara "wild goat", 
esgar "female kid" (the corrected reading of the sign for Landsberger's mistaken zeh), as 
well as words for Cervidae, such as lulim "stag, deer"'. In such a type of investigation 
we cannot avoid long, tedious lists of words in a large number of languages, and the 
reader may easily get lost, wondering where all this accumulation of data is supposed to 
lead, so that it seems charitable to announce the main conclusions at the outset. What I 
shall suggest with all due caution is that the Sumerian words mas / mas, udu, sila 4 and 
kir x may all be loans, presumably from an Afroasiatic substratum/adstratum, but 
ultimately perhaps from some other language family or families^. It will be shown that 
the linguistic contacts implied by these Wanderworter are part of a much larger, though 
complex and obscure, picture, in which vast areas extending from the Mediterranean to 
the Indian subcontinent, and even Central Asia would seem to be involved 1 2 3 . 


1 i am gratefol to Gydrine Hegediis Iren, Vaclav Blazek, Paul Santaville, Olivier Aurenche and Vitaly 
Sevoroskin and to the late Maurice Detrois for making available to me various articles, which would 
otherwise have been difficult to obtain, and to Antoine Cavigneaux, Jacques Cauvin, Viktor A. 
Shnirel’man. A Neil Skinner and Andre Roman for various pieces of information. Vaclav Blazek also 
commented extensively on preliminary versions, and provided me with significant additional data (see also 
his papers mentioned in the bibliography). He also suggested Afroasiatic parallels for Sumerian dara and 
lulim, but I shall not go into these. 

2 None of the words studied in this paper are viewed by Lieberman (1977) as Sumerian loanwords in 
Akkadian. 

3 Names for animals generally are notorious Wanderworter. For instance Dolgopolsky (1987) considers 
that Proto-Indo-European *ghaido- "kid, goat" and *tauro- "bull" are borrowed from Proto-Semitic *gadj- 
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Archaeological data and hypotheses will be taken into account, although this article is 
basically written From a linguistic point of view. To make things easier tor the two 
kinds of readers we have in mind, a first section will be devoted basically to linguistic 
facts and conjectures', while most - but not all - of the archaeological considerations 
(themselves either facts or hypotheses) will be gathered into another section by itself. 

1) udu 

Militarev (1984) studied 14 Sumerian-Afroasiatic lexical isoglosses, which he 
interprets as demonstrating Sumerian borrowings from some unspecified Afroasiatic 
language or languages which might have constituted a substratum for the Sumerian 
language when the Sumerians settled in Mesopotamia in the 4th millennium B.C. 5 
Among them" would be Sumerian udu "sheep" 7 which he compares with words in a 
number of languages belonging to Cushitic, Libyco-Berber and Chadic, all going back 
to Proto-Afroasiatic *HVdaw / *HVday (Orel & Stolbova 1995 have nothing similar). 
His data (modified and supplemented according to Blazek and Skinner) are the 
following: East Cushitic: Somali adi, Rendille "adi "goat, sheep", Saho aydo. Afar ida 
"ewe" (see also Dolgopolsky 1973: 146-147); Libyco-Berber: Ahaggar hdaida "goat-kid 
or lamb baked in ashes"; West-Chadic: Hausa uda "ram” 8 , Teda odi "ewe". There are 
obvious problems with the first vowel. Indeed, as Blazek points out, the Hausa word 
(and we might add the Teda word) may belong together with Proto-Berber *udad "wild 
ram", from which it could have been borrowed, so that it would go back to a different 
etymon, while there is also a variety of other Afroasiatic forms with an lil as their first 
vowel. 

In any case a puzzling, but so far unnoticed, fact is that these words and 
Militarev's proto-form are perhaps not unlike some of the Dravidian words for "sheep. 


"kid, goat" and *qawr- "bull, ox" respectively. Other examples will be found in Blazek 1984a, 1984b, 
1987; Diakonoff & Starostin 1986: 5 (Sumerian); Harmatta 1981: 79. 

4 As the data are taken from numerous sources, the original transcriptions have been retained in nearly all 
cases. 

5 Although Militarev cautiously points out that the direction of borrowing is anything but clear, he is of the 
opinion that borrowing from Afroasiatic into Sumerian is more likely than the reverse. (Needless to say, 
this ought not to be confused with later Sumerian loanwords from Akkadian). 

6 For the benefit of the readers who do not have easy access to this paper, let me add that Militarev also 
studied: (1) Sumerian dar "partridge, ben", related to what he reconstructs as Proto-Afroasiatic *tMir(H)w 
"variegated bird" (which he now considers to constitute two different roots), where Orel & Stolbova 
(1994, n° 2443) have *ta ur. "bird"; (2) kir, gir "fish, a type of fish", related to Cushitic and Chadic words; 
(3) ur "dog", related to various words with the meanings "dog", "bitch", "hyena" which can be traced to 
Proto-Afroasiatic *wV(H)r / *yV(H)r. 

"Note that the sign UDU as used in these totals refers to both sheep and goats. Evidently the generic 
meaning "small domestic animals" or "herd," "flock" was applicable already in the archaic period" (Green 
1980: 7). The eme-sal form eze is irrelevant for our discussion; eme-sal is a dialect of Sumerian, on the 
status of which there are a number of theories, one being that eme-sal was the women's dialect (see the 
discussion in Boisson 1989), 

8 "The interesting thing about Hausa uda is that it only describes an ovine of a particular breed. They are 
large and half white and half black, and bred by the Uda clan of Fulbe. In E. Fulfulde, it is called mbala 
Udaji (mbala = "ram"). Did the clan get named because it had such excellent sheep ? Or do we have here a 
coincidence ?" (A. Neil Skinner, personal communication). 
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goal" (Burrow & Emeneau 1984: 467, entry n° 5152), such as Tamil vatu, atu "goat, 
sheep", Manda ude, Kui oda "goat", Malta ere, Brahui het ”she-goat"; see also the 
Sanskrit word eda, etc. "a kind of sheep", quoted in Turner 1966, n° 2512. Entry n° 450 
in Burrow & Emeneau (1984 : 44) might also be relevant. Its main items are the 
following: Tamil itai "the herdsman caste", Malayalam itayan "the middle caste of 
shepherds and cowherds, rather foreigners in Malabar", as well as Brahui 9 hiding "to 
gather, herd”. In view of the *H- in Militarev's Proto-Afroasiatic reconstruction, it 
should be noted that Brahui h- is not supposed to go back regularly to an indigenous 
Proto-Dravidian etymon with an *h-, for which there seems to be no justification (h- 
being a secondary development in various Dravidian languages: see Zvelebil 1970: 
77) 10 . This could then imply that the Proto-Dravidian etymon was borrowed from some 
language in which the word had an initial velar / uvular / laryngeal fricative, Brahui 
being the only language to have retained it 11 . This unknown language may have been in 
contact with the secondary homeland of the Dravidians, somewhere in north-west India, 
or even north-eastern Iran 12 . In connection with the latter conjecture, we must make the 
significant observation that Achaemenid Elamite has the word hidu "sheep" (Hallock 
1969: 696; McAlpin 1981: 97; the translation has been corrected according to Ilinz & 
Koch 1987, vol. 1: 656) 13 . 

To this must also be added the fact that rather similar words for "sheep" are to be 
found in Finno-Ugric. From Redei (1988: 541) I shall quote a tew dialectal forms (not 
the standard words for Finnish and Estonian): Finnish uti, utu, etc. "Mutterschaf'; 
Estonian utt; Mordvin uca; Cheremis uz-ya "Schafpelz"; Votic iz "Schaf; Ostyak ac, os, 
as; Vogul os. These go back to Proto-Finno-Ugric *uce "sheep", a proto-form which 
dates back to the 3rd millennium (Hajdu 1980: 31, 39, 40). As Redei remarks, this does 
not prove in any way that Proto-Finno-Ugric speakers were sheep breeders, but only that 


9 This is quoted from McAlpin (1981: 97), after Warren Srvidler (personal communication to McAlpin). 

10 Subrahmanyam (1983) has no *h either, but Krishnamurti posits Proto-Dravidian *11. a solution adopted 
by McAlpin (1981: 26), who nevertheless reconstructs Proto-Dravidian *it for entry 450 of Burrow & 
Emeneau. In the words mentioned in my paper, Brahui h- cannot possibly go back to *s, from Proto- 
Dravidian *c-. as is sometimes surmised for other terms 

11 Admittedly, there is a thorny problem: the standard reconstruction for the words "sheep / goat" in Proto- 
Dravidian starts with a yod: *yatu (see Zvelebil 1970: 159-160). But "all Dr. languages except Old Tamil 
lost initial *y-. In OTa. it occurs only before a". Since Old Tamil is supposed to be extremely conservative, 
this accounts for the decision to posit a *y- at the earliest stage. Yet on general phonetic grounds I wonder 
whether a late prosthetic y- is to be ruled out (cf. Tokharian B yal "gazelle" < Proto-Indo-European *eln-, 
yakwe "horse" < *ekwos, yasar "blood" < *esrg-, Tokharian A yark "to praise" < *erk w -). 

12 It is usually thought that Dravidians entered India from the north-west (see for instance Andronov 1971, 
1978; Zvelebil 1972). In the latter article, Zvelebil suggests that "the Dravidians were a highlander folk, 
sitting, sometimes round 4000 B. C., in the rugged mountainous areas of North eastern Iran (where they 
came into an extended contact with the speakers of Uralian / Altaic languages), whence, round about 3500 
B. C , they began a South Eastern movement into the Indian subcontinent which went on for about two 
and a half millennia." 

13 McAlpin also ventured to mention Middle Elamite hit as meaning "herds, possession(s) ?”, but this is a 
wild guess, as its meaning is actually unknown (Vallat 1982). One must be aware that Hallock's 
translations "sheep" vs. "goats" for the Elamite terms denoting caprids are given as arbitrary (see his p. 
16), since the "goats" could be a different breed of sheep. 
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they were familiar with animals similar to sheep 14 . According to Dolgopolsky (quoted 
by Blazek, p. c.), the Proto-Finno-Ugric form could perhaps be related to Proto-Berber, 
and go back to Proto-Noslralic **'ucV (on the Nostratic theory', see the short footnote 
below, in the section devoted to Sumenan kir x ). Nevertheless, as Blazek points out 
"Proto-Finno-Ugric *uce is compatible with Proto-Berber *udad only if the original 
form was *Hu 3 V. It automatically excludes Hausa uda as a direct cognate because 
Hausa -d- does not originate from Proto-Afroasiatic Bomhard & Kerns (1994: 
521-522, n° 370) reconstruct Proto-Nostratic **Suw- / **Sow- "flock or herd of small 
animals; sheep and goats", as the etymon of Indo-European *owis (traditional 
reconstruction), Egyptian 'wt, and Proto-Finno-Ugrian *u-t y e. It seems to me that in this 
analysis the link between IE and the other putative branches of Nostratic is not very 
firmly established. 

If I am not the victim of a linguistic delusion, and if the word really spread 
eastwards as well, one might have surmised that Proto-Elamo-Dravidian speakers must 
have first heard it somewhere in the Iran-Afghanistan zone, where it is reasonable to 
infer that it came directly from the valleys bordering the Fertile Crescent. As a matter of 
fact one must be extremely cautious in such matters, because it now turns out that goats 
and sheep were domesticated in Baluchistan at an early date (see below). But of course 
we are in no position to associate Proto-Elamo-Dravidian speakers and the Baluchistan 
site of Mehrgarh. 

I have strong doubts that the following items (meaning "sheep") ftom Nilo- 
Saharan languages can be added to our list, as they seem to go back to *ur-. Eastern 
Sudanic: Dair or(ti), Mahas ur(ti), Ingassana er; Fur: uli, uri (quoted in Greenberg 1970: 
104, n° 91; 144, n° 119). Note also Proto-Semitic * ? urw- "sheep" (Cohen 1970: 32; Orel 
& Stolbova 1988: 81: entry n° 98), as in Arabic ?urw-iyy-at "chamois", to be compared 
with Proto-West Chadic *?arw- "goat": Hausa ara-ara "male sheep", Montol, Gerka ur, 
Kulere war. As Orel & Stolbova remark, it is unclear whether Akkadian ? arw-iy- 
"gazelle" belongs here. 

2) mas and mas 

We shall then proceed with mas and mas, which, together with a number of 
compounds formed on them, refer to animals variously called "goats", "gazelles", etc. 13 
Actually the meanings of these words and their compounds are various, since the 
glosses offered are: "Bock", "Bocklein", "Gazelle", “Hirsch", "Jungstier", "Lamm", 
"Zicklein”, "Ziegenbock", "chevreau", "agneau”, so that they cover the wide range 
"deer", "gazelle", "he-goat", "kid", "lamb", "ram". The isolated word mas means "young 


14 Let me make it quite clear that the form goes back "only" to Proto-Finno-Ugric, and not to Proto- 
Uralic, of which PFU is a "daughter”. 

15 See in particular Landsberger 1935-1936, Landsberger 1960; Kilmer & Foxvog 1975 (who conveniently 
summarize Landsberger's findings); Heimpel 1968: 239-250; Salonen 1976. Also, as examples in context: 
Alster 1972: 56, 57, 96-97; Civil 1983: 55-56, 60 (lines 105, 107, 112); Falkenstein 1978, vol. 1; 111, 150; 
vol. 2: 39; Hallo 1983: 173, 175, 176 (lines 306, 316, 358); Jacobsen 1983: 194, 200 (lines 9, 12). See 
also Jestin 1943-1954, vol. 2: 115; Delitzsch 1914: 133, 184; AHw and CAD under the relevant Akkadian 
entries; Labat 1976: 71 (n° 74), 73 (n°76), 85 (n° 100); Borger 1978: 77-78 (n° 76). 
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(male) goat", or "adult male goat", or "kid" (regardless of sex). Its main compounds are: 
mas-ga "male suckling goat”; mas-gab or mas-gub "sexually mature male goat"; mas-tur 
= "jeune chevreau", "Zicklein"; mas-gal "adult male goat", "bouc", "Bock”; mas-zu 
"goat of intermediate age", "shearling"; mas-nlta "adult male goat"; mas-uz "goat of a 
nanny"; mas-ud x -da "he-goat admitted for mounting she-goats"; mas-uz-da "male goat", 
"Bock", "Ziegenbock"; mas-udu, mas-anse = bulu "petit betail", "Getier", "Vieh", 
"quadrupeds" (in the desert); mas-anse-edin = bul seri "animaux sauvages", 
"Wildtiere"; mas-hur-sag "Bergbock". 

As for mas, by itself it means "adult male goat". According to Delitzsch and 
Salonen, mas can also correspond to Akkadian sabltu "gazelle”. Ileimpel says: "mas, 
mas bezeichnet als 'Bock' sowohl den Ziegenbock als auch die Gazelle". According to 
Jestin, the isolated word can also be translated as "chevreau" (kid). It is found in various 
compounds, such as: mas-da = sabltu "gazelle" (the second element da apparently also 
means "gazelle"; see AHw : 1071), mas-gab "sexually mature goat”, mas-nita 
"Gazellenbock", amar-mas-da "Gazellenjunges", dar-mas, dara-mas "Hirsch", and dara- 
mas-da "Reh?", in which dara means "Steinbock", "bouquelin" (ibex). 

There is of course nothing unusual in this rather wide semantic range, centered on 
genus C.apra 1 6 All these animals, whether wild or domesticated 17 , are members of the 
family Bovidae, which comprises what is usually known as cattle, so-called antelopes 18 , 
as well as goats, sheep, and relatives (sub-family Caprinae). 

Let us leave Sumerian aside for a while, and turn to the Afroasiatic (Hamito- 
Semitic, Afrasian) family. Lexical items for "antelope", "gazelle" in Chadic and 
Cushitic have been studied by Skinner (1984). Among his 16 entries is found the 
following list of terms (page 35): Sha (a language of the Ron family, belonging to West 
Chadic) masom "ant. sp."; Hausa (West Chadic) mazo, majT "bushbuck” 19 ; Beja 
(Cushitic) masoki "klipspringer" 20 . There are additional data in Cushitic, but with a 
different phonological shape reminiscent of Proto-Bantu (see below): Proto-Cushitic 
*ba'a[t] "antelope" > Afar and Saho be'ida, Somali be'id and bi'id, Burunge ba'uru 
(Dolgopolsky 1973: 40). To these data must be added the following words from 
languages of the Warji group (West Chadic): Mburku mazu "bushbuck" (perhaps 
borrowed from Hausa), Tsagu bacinan "bushbuck", Siri and Pa'a bada kala "bushbuck", 
and Kariya bata kal "bushbuck" 21 . Skinner suggests a possible reconstruction for the 


1 Referential shifts from one species to another within the same genus are commonplace (Bancel 1986; 
Benveniste 1969). 

17 Note that the gazelle seems to have been domesticated by the Egyptians (Phillipson 1985: 127-128). It 
was also kept as "Ilaustier" in Mesopotamia (Unger 1971). 

18 "Antelope" is a usual word which refers not only to animals belonging to the subfamilies Cephaiophinae, 
Hippotraginae, Alcelaphinae, and Antilopinae, but also to some members (for instance the kudu, the 
bushbuck) of the subfamily Bovinae, even though its most familiar members are cattle, bison, and buffaloes 
(see Gentry 1974). 

17 This is the harnessed antelope, Tragelaphus scriptus , a nocturnal antelope of sub-Saharan Africa. 

20 This is a small African antelope, Oreotragus oreotragus , a kind of "chamois" found in Ethiopia, 
Nigeria. 

21 In these three languages, the second element of the compound comes from *kwal- "forest" (Skinner 
1984, p. 19). 
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Proto-Afroasiatic etymon: * m baS "small antelope", where the capital letter with a 
subscript dot indicates a voiced or voiceless emphatic fricative. But I do not think we 
are compelled by the evidence to posit a word-initial prenasalized stop, as the b- in 
some of the languages can just as well be derived from a *m-. In any case, although 
Greenberg suggested the existence of a * m b for Proto-Afroasiatic, Illic-Svityc refuted 
the hypothesis on the strength of data from Chadic (see the references in Bomhard 
1987). Diakonoff (1984, 1988) does not reconstruct a prenasalized labial either. 

Besides, as Skinner points out, one comes across more or less close analogs in 
some Bantu languages (Central Bantu, zone G): Ilehe and Sangu mato "bushbuck", 
Gogo, Hehe and Sangu mbata "impala” These words should be borrowings, as none of 
the reconstructed forms for "antelope" in Proto-Bantu clearly look like this, the closest 
being *-pada "impala" (see Guthrie 1969-1971, vol. 2: 20-27, 146-156), which is 
suspiciously similar to the Cushitic words quoted above. 

I hope I am not over-optimistic in comparing the antelope-words listed by Skinner 
with Sumerian mas and mas. Both the phonetic and the semantic similarities are 
satisfactory enough for any outside observer to acknowledge the resemblance. 
Lautsymbolik can play no part in this case. To be sure, chance analogy is not to be ruled 
out, but its probability is rather low. So the most likely explanation for this remarkable 
fact is obviously that the similarities between Afroasiatic, Sumerian, and perhaps Bantu 
are to be ascribed to borrowing - unless one is willing to postulate genetic affiliation. 

I must mention yet another set of puzzling Indo-European words (Schrader 1917-1929, 
vol. 2: 157, 285; Buck 1949: 201, 407): Sanskrit mesa-, Avestan maesa- "ram, fleece", 
Lithuanian maisas "big sack", Latvian maiss "sack". Church Slavonic mechu "leather 
bottle" (> Russian mech "bellows", Polish miech "sack"), Old Norse meiss "food 
basket". Old High German meisa "luggage". These regularly go back to Proto-Indo- 
European *mois-, or *moiks- 22 whose meaning could be either "hide, skin", or "skin 
bag" / "bag", or both, but possibly "goat- / sheep-skin" < "goat / sheep" originally, or in 
another language from which this was borrowed 23 . There are well-known precedents for 
a semantic shift of the kind "goat" > "goat-skin" > "skin", as in Russian koza "skin, hide, 
pelt, leather", based on koza "goat". And "(goat)-skin" > "bag, sack” looks like a natural 
development (water skins made of goatskin look very much like a goat once they are 
full). 

As a matter of fact, it may be that our MAS-words belong to two different roots, 
rather than just the one posited by Skinner, as Blazek suggests to me According to 
Blazek the first one could presumably include Beja (Cushitic) masoki/e "klipspringer, 
Steinbock", Ron (Chadic) masom "sp. antelope", Egyptian msk3 "hide (of ox)", Somali 
masag "water skin" and Proto-Semitic *mask- "skin, leather" (cf. Burushaski mAsk 
"mashk, skin bag for carrying water" (Lorimer 1937: 263), to be compared with 


23 The vowel is thus different from the a found in the Sumerian, Afroasiatic and Bantu words quoted 
above. The reconstruction *moiks-isin Mann (1984-1987: 787). 

23 That words for "sack" are easily borrowed is shown by Greek c&kko<; and its derivatives, obviously 
taken from a Semitic language (Schrader 1917-1929, vol. 2: 270): Akkadian saqqu, Hebrew saq, Aramaic 
saq. 


240 



Sumerian Terms for Caprines and antelopes 


Akkadian maskaru "waterskin, used for floating or for wine", CAD). This first root 
could be related to Proto-Indo-European *mois / *moiks according to the Nostratic 
theory. To this set would belong an Indo-lranian loan in Finno-Permian (see Redei: 
703): Proto-Finno-Permian *mes” "sheep, ram", cf. Sanskrit mesa-, Avestan maesa-, 
Afghan tnaz. 

The second root would include these Chadic words: Hausa mazo "bushbuck". 
Bade mazar-an "he-goat", Logone maza, Buduma ko-moseno "antelope", Gisiga 
mazawal "(male) goat", and perhaps North Omotic words for "cow", such as Zayse 
miso, Wolaita mizza, etc. 

Skinner also suggests (p. c.) that one could link some of these words with Chadic 
*m-z- "male", e.g. Hausa miji, plural maza "husband". 

Finally, given the socio-economic importance of sheep in ancient Near Eastern 
societies, let me put forward the following speculation, which must be viewed with 
considerable caution. It may be significant that Urartian has the following words: mesa 
"tribute", mes- "to collect” 24 . These are compared by Diakonoff & Starostin with Lezghi 
and Arci mas "price", Dargwa mas "article for sale", Laki masa "bargain", Tsaxur 
mas a-heles "to sell” (all these languages belong to the Eastern Caucasian family). They 
reconstruct the Proto-Eastem-Caucasian etymon *maswV or *maswV. Starostin & 
Nikolaev have the still earlier Proto-North-Caucasian *mas„A "price, bargain" (Starostin 
thinks that this is the origin of Proto-Indo-European *mizdho, "payment" and wonders 
independently if there is any connection with PIE *moiso-; in Starostin 1988: 132-133). 
There is also Hittite maskan "bribe; gift" 25 . Now there are well-known precedents for a 
relationship between nouns referring to cattle, flocks, herds, sheep, and words meaning 
"wealth", "riches", "money", as is the case with Greek rot ttpopaxa (cattle, "walking 
wealth"), jxpojjaxov (sheep), or a number of words traceable to Proto-Indo-European 
*peku- "cattle", such as Gothic faihu (= apyuptov "money"), Latin pectinia, etc. 26 Again, 
in Arabic, mal "herd” has come to mean "goods, possessions". Could this mean that the 
Eastern Caucasian (and more generally. North Caucasian) words meaning "tribute", 
"price", "sell", "bargain" might also be related somehow to our Sumerian and Proto- 
Afroasiatic words referring to antelopes and goats? In Mesopotamia and Elam goats and 
sheep were of course used to pay tributes, taxes, or were donated as offerings to 


24 Diakonoff 1963: 89; Melikisvili 1971: 84; Diakonoff & Starostin 1986: 22. There is no closely 
corresponding word in Human (Laroche 1979 is silent). Diakonoff & Starostin reject Hurrian mizimi 
"levy" as being related to the list of words studied by them, and are doubtful about mistanni "sorte de 
paiement en rachat” (Laroche). 

25 " 1. Bribe (given to officials); 2. Gift, propitiating gift (given to gods): a) an advance payment as a pledge 
to placate the deity until proper ceremonies can be undertaken; b) given to offended gods along with other 
reparations in order to assuage their anger" (Guterbock & Hoffner 1983: 209-210). 

2< This was studied a long time ago, and has more recently been taken up again by Benveniste (1969: 37- 
61), who reversed the traditional etymologies, thus deriving "cattle" from "riches” rather than the reverse, 
a paradoxical tour de force , although it is true that one can argue in its favour on the basis of general 
ethnological data (Shnirel’man, p. c). Starostin (1988: 115) hypothesizes that Proto-Indo-European 
*peku- comes from Proto-North-Caucasian *paHak'Wv "livestock (generally sheep, goats)". 
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temples 27 . So a relationship between these meanings is not a fanciful hypothesis, 
although I admittedly have no real "proof 1 to offer. 

3) kir. 

Another appealing instance of chain-borrowing is the remarkable set of words 
meaning "sheep, lamb" gathered by Illic-Svityc (1971: 302, entry n° 173; additional data 
in Blazek 1988) over a huge area stretching from North Africa to Mongolia and 
Southern India: Dravidian *kori / *kuri "sheep" 28 , Proto-Turkic *kor'y / *kur'y "lamb", 
Proto-Mongolian *kuri-gan "lamb" (see Illic-Svityc’s book for the detailed information 
on individual languages), and Proto-Afroasiatic *kar "lamb, young ram" (Orel & 
Stolbova 1994, n° 1432; not necessarily a domesticated lamb: see below), as in Semitic: 
Akkadian kirru 29 (karru at Mari), Ugaritic kr, Ancient Hebrew kar "lamb"; in Berber: 
Tuareg ekrer "male sheep / sheep" (Cortade 1967), Shilha ikru "young ram", Kabyle 
ikarri "(castrated) male sheep" (Dallet 1982: 416), Ayr a-karwa "lamb"; and in West 
Chadic: Angas kir "fattened sheep", Dera kwara "goat", Seya koro "ram" 2 ' 1 . Note that 
Orel & Stolbova (1988: 76, n° 35 and 79, n° 72) give two etyma: (a) Proto-Semitic 
*karr- "lamb", compared with Proto-West Chadic *kar- "sheep", as in Sayanchi koro , 
Wandai karo; (b) Proto-Semitic *kirr- "sheep", compared with Proto-West Chadic *kir- 
"male sheep". But Illic-Svityc’s material must be supplemented by still other data. Not 
unexpectedly, one comes across a similar word in Sumerian 31 : kir x = Akkadian puhattu 
"she-lamb", "agnelle"; kir x -gub = lillittu "geschlechtsreifes, weibliches Schaf 1 , "agnelle 
adulte"; kir x -nim = ljurapu "Fruhjahrslamm (weiblich)"; kir x -UZ/UR.i (?) = buqamtu 
"geschorenes Lamm (weiblich)" ("shorn shc-lamb"). This word kir x is then the feminine 
of the masculine (or unmarked?) sila 4 ’Tamb" (on which see below). Whether the 
Sumerian word is a loan from Akkadian kirru (or from some other, older, Afroasiatic 
language), or the other way around, is not an easily settled issue; and, needless to say, 
nothing proves that the word is ultimately of Afroasiatic origin. To this must be added 
the (Achacmenid) Elamite words kar-ri, qa-ri, qa-ri-ri, karli, kur-ri-ri "lamb", with the 
variants kur-ri-ri, kar-ri, kar-li (Hallock 1969: 710; Hinz & Koch 1987, vol. 1: 656). 
Hallock does not mark it as a loan from Akkadian or Sumerian, though it could very 
well be. Alternatively, it could be borrowed from some other language, whether 
Afroasiatic or not. Another relevant item is perhaps the rather obscure Greek word 
Kpioc "ram", supposedly from *Kpt-foi;, for which the standard etymology is based on 
Proto-Indo-European *ker- "horn" (Pokomy 1959: 575) 32 , although this is not without 

27 Jankowska 1969; Tyumenev 1969; Bauer 1967; Kang 1972-1973; Hallock 1969: 16, 608-610 (Elamite 
tablet PF 2008 from Persepolis). 

28 Hlic-Svitvc refers to the earlier edition ofBurrow & Emeneau 1984: 195 (entry n° 2165). 

29 Gelb (1957: 151) gives kirrum "a kind of sheep", and CAD "a breed of sheep?". AHw gives kerru 
"Widder". 

30 These might perhaps be confronted with data from Skinner (15-17), who sets up a PAA etymon *- 
k(w)ar (a is a central vowel) "antelope", with reflexes in Chadic and Cushitic, and analogs in Niio-Saharan, 
Tiv, Bantu, and Sandawe (Khoisan). Orel & Stolbova (1994) have nothing similar. 

51 SeeLandsbergerinMSL8/1: 36sqq.; Borger(1981: 118, entryn°252); AHw553. 

32 That names for sheep, goats and deer should be based on words meaning "horn, antlers" is sensible 
enough, as this is a highly visible, and sometimes impressive, feature of these animals. 


242 



Sumerian Terms for Caprines and Antelopes 


problems (Chantraine 1970). Lastly, for the sake of completeness, we ought to mention 
Proto-Tibeto-Burman *kyel, giving Jili (Kachin) takhyen, Lushei (Central Kuki) ke l 
"goat", Tibetan skyin "wild mountain goat" (Benedict 1972: 73, entry n° 339, and note 
228). But these words end in -1, and might have the following parallels, as Blazek 
suggests. In Cushitic: Burji kal-do "goat", Oidole kol-t-a "sheep and goats". In Chadic: 
Mada kolom, Zelgwa k''a!am "antelope". In Dravidian: Proto-Dravidian *kal- as in 
Tamil kalai "stag, buck, male black monkey", Malayalam kala "stag, buck", Kota kal a r 
"Nilgiri ibex" (Burrow & F.meneau 1984: 123, entry n° 1312). In addition, it is worth 
pointing out that there is another similar, though possibly distinct, set of words for 
antelopes, listed in Illic-Svityc (1971: 234-235, entry n° 90)’ 3 . It includes items in a 
great number of languages, among which I shall select representative examples. Proto- 
Affoasiatic *g(w)rH, or *gar- / *gawar- (the latter according to Orel & Stolbova 1994, 
n° 898): Cushitic *gwArA[h](-m) (according to Dolgopolsky 1973: 72), for instance in 
Beja garu-wa "male antelope", Sidamo garranco, Iraqw gwara’ai "antelope"; Chadic 
*(m)-gAri (Dolgopolsky) as in Logone garia, Buduma tjgari "antelope" and West 
Chadic *gur- as in Pa'a gur-masi, Siri zan-gari, Ngizim garafiya "antelope" (Orel & 
Stolbova 1988: 72, entry n° 48); Dravidian *kur-, in six languages: Kolami kori , Parji 
kuri "antelope", Gadba kuruy "deer", Gondi kurs "deer, antelope", Kui kruhu "barking 
deer, jungle sheep", Kuwi kluhu, etc. "antelope" (Burrow & Emenau 1984: 161, entry n° 
1785) 34 ; Mongolian: Old Mongolian gura "a species of hornless antelope”, Buriat guran 
"wild goat, elk", Kalmyk guru "male wild goat 33 , saiga", Evenki guran "wild goat"; 
Korean koran(n)i "deer". Hence, it can be supposed, the name goral for a small Asiatic 
goatlike animal (from the Himalayas to eastern Siberia). Perhaps we might add to this 
Burushaski giri "ibex, said also to be used of other wild sheep(?) or goats, not including 
the oorial" (Lorimer 1938: 167). 

4) sila 4 

Let me add a final note on Sumerian sila 4 = Akkadian puhadu "lamb" 36 . Skinner 
examines a family of antelope-words in which the following forms may be of particular 
interest to Sumerologists. West Chadic: Ankwe ziri "roan antelope" 37 , Ron Fyer sil 

33 IUic-Svityc considers the words as cognates (rather than instances of borrowing) within the framework 
of the Nostratic theory, according to which Indo-European, Afroasiatic, Kartvelian, Uralic-Yukaghir, 
Dravidian, Turkic, Mongolian, Tungusic, Korean and Japanese are members of the Nostratic super-family 
(on a slightly different view of the reconstruction in Nostratic, see Bomhard & Kerns 1994). All these 
forms would go back to Proto-Nostratic **gurHa "antelope" (II is an undetermined laryngal or postvelar). 

34 This was probably borrowed in Sanskrit kuranga, kulunga "antelope, deer" (Monier-Williams 1899: 293, 
296; Apte 1957: 585), although Mayrhofer (1956. 235) unaccountably derives it "aus einer prafigierenden 
austro-asiatischen Sprache". 

35 Ramstedt (1935: 155) has "Rehbock, eine mannliche Antilope, Saiga". 

3 " Diakonotf would immediately consider such a word as an obvious loan, because of its different vowels. 
It is true that most disyllabic words in Sumerian have exactly the same vowel in the two syllables, but I see 
no reason to consider all the other words as loanwords as a matter of principle, since what we might call 
"total vowel harmony" is a tendency in some languages, but I know of no language where total vowel 
harmony is a strict rule valid for all words, and none of the specialists on vowel harmony I have consulted 
can quote any such instance (Boisson 1990). 

37 Although Blazek points out that this may originate from Proto-Afroasiatic 'guma "antelope". 
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"buffalo", SB Sigidi sileti "hartebeest" 38 For these Skinner sets up a Proto-Afroasiatic 
etymon *sil "(roan) antelope". Other words, in Central Chadic, have a final -n, as in 
Ilwona senaara, Ga'anda §anda (Mukarovski 1987: 185). Skinner mentions Nyaturu 
(Bantu) sili "roan antelope" and Prolo-West Nilotic *til "kob" 39 Note also the following 
North Mande words, with an -n: Soninke siin-e "gazelle rufifrons", Malinke sTgsirj 
"species of antelope", Bambara sine "gazelle rufifrons" or "antelope dorcas", Jula sine 
(Mukarovski ibid.) 40 . Here again, the semantico-phonetic similarities with Sumerian are 
far from negligible, although some words end in -1 and others in -n. 

True, the reader may not only wince at the comparison between words meaning 
"lamb" and "antelope", but may be even more shocked in stumbling on a word meaning 
"buffalo" in Skinner's list. Yet, as he himself pointed out, the Greek words (lob(IaXtr;, 
poupoi-og, from which buffalo comes, first referred to "antelope" and then to "wild 
ox" 41 . Skinner finds just such a kind of semantic shift in two of his lexical sets, the 
second one even including words meaning "elephant" (see pages 22-23). And, as he says 
elsewhere, in the section where he examines words for "meat, animal" (p. 50): "In 
Diakonoff (1965), under "cattle" are included forms of the 5 A(fro)-A(siatic) groups, 
having such varying glosses as "cow, bull, ox, sheep, goat, meat" apart from the main 
entry. Further research supports the semantically reasonable suggestion, and the 
following pages attempt to document the fact that a PAA form for "animal, meat" was 
the origin of a large number of forms for specific animals in the modem languages. It is 
worth noting that modem W. African Pidgin has a single term for "animal, flesh, meat", 
bif, which has obvious specific origin". Other instances are known of a general term 
specialized in different ways, or of rather dramatic semantic shifts 42 . In Proto-Indo- 
European *dam- apparently "domesticated animal”, specialized into Welsh dafad 
"sheep", Irish dam "ox", and Greek 8tipuXr|c "young ox" (Buck 1949: 157). In some 
parts of Russia the elk was known as dikaja korova "wild cow", the deer as dikaja koza 
"wild goal", and in Irish the stag is known as dam al/aid, "wild bull" (Schrader 1917- 
1929, vol. 1: 52, 503). A word such as Proto-Germanic *bukkoz meant "he-goat" but its 
modem reflexes all refer to the male deer, and also to the ram in Danish. In English its 
reflex buck is also used to refer to the male of various animals, such as the chamois, and 
even of such small animals as hares, rabbits, ferrets, guinea-pigs or rats; by itself, it can 
designate a South African antelope, and it constitutes the second element of various 
compounds naming antelopes, such as redbuck, bushbuck, waterbuck; it can also mean 
"ram" in American English. Proto-Indo-European *eln- has regular reflexes meaning 
"deer" in Greek, Lithuanian, Slavic, Celtic, Germanic and Armenian, but Tokharian B 
yal, a probable cognate, has changed it to "gazelle". English foal is related to Armenian 

38 Antelopes of genus Alcelaphus. 

39 A species of antelopes belonging to genus Kobus. 

4 " Mukarovski is of the opinion that the Mande languages do not belong to Greenberg's Niger-Congo, but 
are related to Chadic languages, hence belong to Afroasiatic. 

41 Although "ox" may have been the original meaning (Schrader 1917-1929, vol. 1: 52) In any case, this 
fluctuation has resulted in the apparently incomprehensible lact that the modem word bubal now refers to a 
species of antelopes (the hartebeest), while Bubalus is a genus of buffaloes. 

42 Similar semantic changes are known in the denomination of cereals (see Haudricourt & Hedin 1987: 
111 - 112 ). 
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ul "kid", Albanian pele "mare", and Latin pullus "young of an animal, chicken, foal". In 
Afroasiatic, Akkadian najalu means "roe deer” (CAD), while its Beja (Cushitic) cognate 
na’i means "goat" (Diakonoff 1965: 44) 41 . Geez hayal is "deer", while Arabic ’ayyal is 
"ibex, chamois, fallow deer" (Cohen 1970: 17) Akkadian ber means "young bull", 
Arabic baalr is "camel", Amharic bare is "ox", Tigre bar.ar is "young camel" (Cohen 
1976: 75). There is no fundamental reason to deny that such far-reaching changes may 
have occurred in older times. 

After looking at the data from a linguistic angle, let us now sec what links, if any, 
can be established with archeological data and hypotheses. In the case of our first 
Sumerian word, udu, in spite of the formidable difficulties involved in the vowels, of 
which I am only too well aware, 1 would tentatively suggest that all data, or at least 
some of them, might point to complex cultural contacts during several millennia, 
leading to extended borrowing of an original word (which could be reconstructed rather 
vaguely as **HVd/t- "goat / sheep") in a broad belt extending from the Levant and 
Mesopotamia to the Iranian plateau and north-west India, but also pushing north 
towards the area just west of the Urals, where the Proto-Finno-Ugric populations had 
settled in the 3rd millennium. This original word may legitimately be ascribed to 
Afroasiatic at some stage, as Militarcv does, but I am of the opinion that Afroasiatic 
speakers themselves could have borrowed it directly or indirectly from the first 
pastoralists living in the mountainous area of the Fertile Crescent (see below), as these 
were not necessarily Proto-Afroasiatic speakers, even supposing Militarev's theory is 
correct.- 

With respect to the Sumerian words examined next, mas and mas, it is worth 
noting that both Skinner and Militarev use their lexical evidence on Afroasiatic as 
arguments for their respective theories on the Proto-Afroasiatic Urheimat. On the 
strength of his lists of words for "antelope", "bird, fowl, guinea-fowl", "cough", and 
"meat, animal", Skinner suggests that "P[roto-]A[fro-]A[siatic] was spoken in a 
savannah area north of the equatorial forest" 44 , and that "there were early contacts with 
Benue-Congo (already documented for Plateau Chadic by Hoffmann, and Wolff and 
Gerhardt"), and that "Bantu-AA contacts were much later, being in fact with different 
AA languages" (page 9). On the other hand, Militarev boldly suggests that Proto- 
Afroasiatic is to be associated with the Natufian culture of the Levant (10,000 to 8,300 
B.C.) 45 . Igor Diakonoff had previously suggested a third theory, viz. a North African 


13 But Blazek suggests that the Akkadian word is closer to Tigre nalat “she-antelope”, while Beja na’i is 
rather similar to Tigre noway "property, cattle", etc. 

44 Other authorities (Ehret, Bender) locate the Afroasiatic homeland in the Sudan and Ethiopia (PhiUipson 
1985: 141; Petracek 1988: 17,22,83). 

45 Among other things, it should be noted that the Natufians (who did not yet know agriculture or animal 
domestication) were active gazelle hunters, as shown by the numerous bones found at Jericho, Hayonim, 
El Wad, Ain Mallaha, Nahal Oren (Lichardus & alii 1985: 19-20; Gowlett 1985: 158). This may not have 
been a very remarkable achievement, as gazelles are easily captured, which accounts for the tact that in 
Sumerian texts they symbolize defeat (Kramer 1969: 6), rather than grace or swiftness, as in Arabic 
poetry. 
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homeland, perhaps South-Eastern Sahara (between Tibesti and Darfur), for the Prolo- 
Atfoasiatic speakers, as the least substratum influence seems to have been exerted on 
Berber languages 4 ' 1 (Diakonoff 1965: 102; Diakonoff 1974: 589, 592; Diakonoff 1988: 
23; a similar opinion is voiced by Heine, mentioned in Petracek 1988: 17, 22). 

As far as our Sumerian words mas and mas are concerned, it cannot be 
emphasized too strongly that they do not offer the slightest evidence for a specific 
geographical origin, as both antelopes and Caprinae are to be found in vast areas of 
Africa, the Near East, and Asia, from the Atlantic Ocean to Mongolia and Tibet 47 . 
These nouns might have been borrowed from some unknown Afroasiatic language, 
unless the reverse is true: there is really no fundamental way to decide which is which 48 . 
Again we must never forget that both Sumerian mas, mas and Proto-Afroasiatic *maS 
(or *”baS?) 49 may have been loanwords from some third, unrelated language, perhaps 
ultimately going all the way back to whoever first domesticated goats, then sheep, 
possibly in areas that have never been considered so far as a possible Proto-Afroasiatic 
homeland. However the original meaning of these words cannot easily be guessed. It 
may be cither the wild "antelope, gazelle", or the domesticated caprines "goat, sheep", 
or either of these. Sheep and goats are quite close, since the wild species which is 
ancestral to the domesticated goat belongs to the same subfamily as the sheep (Belayev 
& Xvostova 1974: 940); lexically, they should of course be distinguished, but this is 
easier said than done. The domestication of the sheep goes back to the 7 th millennium in 
the Near East. Goats were domesticated even earlier, possibly in the mountainous 
regions of the fertile Crescent (Belayev & Khvostova 1974; Ducos 1993; Helmer 
1989). Until very recently, the valleys of the Zagros (Iran and Iraki Kurdistan) could 
have been considered as the most likely candidates, since it was thought that the 
remains of domesticated goats went back to the end of the 9 111 millennium at Ganj Dareh 
in the Iranian Zagros, at a time when the dwellers still hunted sheep (Lichardus & alii 
1985: 24, 163-164). But these dates turn out to be too early, as F. Hole showed in 1987 
that the site of Ganj Dareh was not older than the 7* millennium 50 . Goats are found at 
the site of 'Ain Ghazal, near Amman, Jordan, at the "Pre-Pottery Neolithic B" period 


46 This sensible principle seems to be at odds with a standard criterion for determining homelands: "If in a 
relatively small area there is an unusually high concentration of genetically distant members of a language 
family, it is highly probable that this area belongs to the ancient homeland of the family" (Dolgopolsky 
1987: 11). 

47 For instance, although antelopes are usually associated with Africa, they were also far from uncommon 
in the deserts of Arabia and Iraq (the Arabian oryx), in India, and the genus Gazella is to be found not only 
in Africa, but in the whole area from Mongolia to Asia Minor (the Persian gazelle, Gazella subgutturosa ). 
The saiga was once common on the Eurasian steppes ranging from Poland to Mongolia. 

4 Whichever way, the final consonant in the Sumerian words, s in the conventional transliteration, is 
presumably better viewed as a [/] than as a weaker [0], as often hypothesized, since this is somewhat 
closer to the corresponding consonant in the Afroasiatic words. 

49 Orel & Stolbova (1994, n° 1729) have Proto-Afroasiatic *mar- "sheep, goat". 

50 Pastoralists are known in Susiana during the 7 th and the beginning of the 6 th millennia (Dollfus 1989: 18). 
And it is still imaginable that "le Zagros precede peut-etre a cet egard [= animal domestication] le Levant" 
(Aurenche 1988; 90). 
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(PPNB), between 7,250 B.C. and 6,000 B.C. (Kohler-Rollefson 1989) 5 '. "Au stade 
d'etude actuel, l'anteriorite de la domestication de la chevre se degage nettement: elle 
est la seule a etre presente pendant la periode 3 52 . Si, a partir de 9000 BP, elle se 
retrouve dans plusieurs sites (Ganj Dareh, Beidha, Jericho - elle semble alors absente de 
Turquie), l'incertitude par contre, est complete pour la phase la plus ancienne (9500 a 
9000 BP), il n'y en a pas a Mureybet ni dans le Zagros. La zone d'origine n'est pas nette: 
elle pourrait se situer dans le Croissant Fertile, les montagnes turques semblant 
exceptees. Le mouton est present des le debut de la periode 4 dans tout le Proche Orient 
[...]. La domestication debute done avec la chevre dans des localites sises aux deux 
extremites Kst et Ouest du Proche Orient: Beidha et Jericho (sites PPNB) d'une part et 
Ganj Dareh (Bus Mordeh ”) de l'autre" (Helmer 1989) ; " 1 . We find a somewhat different 
viewpoint in Ducos: "The sequence Tel Aswad - Ghoraife gives an important 
chronological reference point for the appearance of domestic sheep in the Southern 
Levant, namely around 6600 BC. What we know in general concerning the faunas of the 
Southern Levant makes it clear that the first domestication of Ovis occurred northward, 
in an area which is difficult to be precise about [...]. The domestication of sheep seems 
to reach the extreme South later [...]. The introduction of domestic sheep occurs among 
human groups which hunt gazelles, as PPNA and Natufian people did before, but which 
had set up a particular relationship with Capra aegragus, the wild goat. We have already 
noticed the dominant features of this relationship, which can be called proto-elevage or 
controlled hunting, as long as those terms are not more clearly defined [...]. Finally, we 
must accept the possibility that populations of sheep-herders could exist during the late 
and final PPNB together with human groups which did not practice sheep-breeding and 
concentrated their activities on gazelle hunting and wild goat proto-elevage [...]. The 
introduction of domestic sheep at Damascene half a millennium later than its possible 
first domestication in the northern Euphrates valley shows a relatively slow diffusion 
and also that our conclusion about Capra, not having a proper domestic status in the 
southwestern part of the Fertile Crescent, is not in contradiction to the possible 
occurrence of goat domestication in other distant regions like Iran" (Ducos 1993: 40- 
41). Domesticated sheep are found in the eastern Sahara at a date which is given as 
7,000 BP by some, and at 6,000 BP by others (Gautier 1981; Muzzolini 1990). 

The remains of domesticated goats were unearthed in the PPNB layers at Jericho 
(7 th millennium). This might have obvious implications for Militarev's theory, since 


51 As a matter of fact, as Cauvin informs me, at 'Ain Ghazal, all the bones from the various PPNB layers 
were lumped together by Kohler-Rollefson, so that the only sites where domesticated goats can safely be 
assumed some time around 7,000 B.C. are Jericho, Beidha and Ganj Dareh 

52 This refers to the general archaeological time scale devised by the archaeologists of the Maison de 
('Orient Mediterraneen Ancien, Universite Lumiere / CNRS, Lyon. Period 3 is between 7,600 and 6,600 
BC, Period 4 is between 6,600 and 6,000 BC. See for instance Aurenche 1988: 87. 

53 This is the conventional name of the period. 

54 For the time being, it is impossible to safely consider the Zagros as the earliest area of domestication, but 
this may simply be due to the fact that it is poorly known compared to the Levant. Also, please note that 
this quotation of Helmer refers to the general picture of domestication, but that some of his specific 
conclusions have been rejected by Ducos (1991), due to what Ducos considers the application of an 
inadequate method. 
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they are not found in the earlier Natufian layers (in the 10 th millennium). Their bones 
are found abundantly at even more recent sites such as Jarmo, Iraq (Stampfli 1983), 
Beidha (Jordan), Tepe Guran, Chagha Sefid (Iran). Domesticated goats or sheep are 
also known around that time in Africa, having been found at the Kharga Oasis, a site of 
the 7' h millennium - a strikingly early date if it is to be trusted - in Nabta Playa, a pond- 
basin near the Egyptian-Sudanese border, and in Cyrenaica in the 6th millennium 
(Phillipson 1985: 130, 131). They are found during the 5 th millennium in Egypt (Gautier 
1981), and at Altin-Tepe, in Turkmenistan (Masson 1981). 

Last but not least, one of the striking discoveries of the seventies and eighties was 
the fact that the Indus civilization was preceded by a long development on the 
piedmonts of Baluchistan, as shown by the site of Mehrgarh, near Quetta, Pakistan 
(Jarrige 1988; Meadow 1988; Mughal 1988). There, a few domesticated goats were 
found in the oldest layers, apparently dating back to the 7 6 ' millennium 55 . "II existe 
d'incontestables ressemblances sur le plan des techniques agricoles, des architectures, 
des artisanats et de l'ideologie (pratiques funeraires et figurines) entre Mehrgarh et les 
premiers etablissements agricoles des piemonts du Zagros (Iraq et Iran occidental) et de 
l'lran septentrional. De telles similitudes ne peuvent etre fortuites et prouvent l'existence 
d'un modele neolithique que l'on retrouve dans l'immense zone geographique comprise 
entre la Mesopotamie et la vallee de l'Indus. Mais ces ressemblances sont d'un ordre 
trap general pour que Ton sc contente de les expliquer par des mouvements de 
colonisation agricole a partir d'une seule et unique region" (Jarrige 1988: 25). For kir x 
and sila 4 , see the linguistic section above for the evidence in favour of borrowing. 

Given the nature of the data, our conclusion will have to be cautious. At least part 
of the evidence adduced in this paper would seem to show that a number of words 
referring to caprines or antelopes which are found in Sumerian, are not specific to that 
language, and that, in a linguistic process possibly associated with neolithization, they 
may have spread out widely in Africa and Asia during many millennia from a diffusion 
centre somewhere in the Near East, although it is at present impossible to specify which 
were the original donor languages or language families 56 . Such a situation has 
precedents: it has been shown for instance that words for the plough have spread from 
India to Indochina and Indonesia as far east as southern Sulawesi, even though; in the 


55 Not necessarily the first half, though. In any case, this date was suggested by Jarrige on a comparative 
basis, as the C 11 dates are extremely suspect (Cauvin, p.c.). 

56 But this does not necessarily imply a simplistic difiusionist theory of neolithization. "11 est difficile, dans 
l'etat actucl des connaissances. de definir de maniere sure le processus de neolithisation en Asie centrale. 
Trois centres sont possibles; le Zagros, le Turkmenistan, le Balouchistan. Aucun n'a foumi de maniere 
indubitable I'ensemble du processus [...]. Les rapports entre les trois centres supposes ne sont guere mieux 
assures. Us ont probablement existe, mais les preuves irrefiitables sont peu nombreuses... De meme, le sens 
des mouvements reste a determiner, tant que la chronologie restera aussi "flottante" d'un ensemble a 1'autre 
[...]. La seule conclusion "positive" est que chacun des trois centres presumes de neolithisation a donne 
naissance, sans solution de continuite, a des civilisations de type urbain: les civilisations de Mesopotamie- 
Susiane pour le Zagros, la civilisation de l'Indus pour le Balouchistan, Namazga III-V pour le 
Turkmenistan. 11 y a peut-etre dans cette convergence plus qu’un cffet du hasard" (Aurenche 1988: 85). 
See the next paragraph. 
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diffusion centre itself, it is difficult to determine whether the word is of Munda, 
Dravidian, or Indo-Aryan origin 37 . Other agricultural terms may have spread even more 
widely, as shown in Blazek & Boisson (1992). 

Lei me end with a brief and more reckless speculation. An alternative hypothesis, 
connected with a basically polycentric theory of neolithization and with a "long-range" 
linguistic conception a la Illic-Svityc and Dolgopolsky, would view some of the words 
studied in this paper as genetically related. They would have referred originally to the 
wild species found in the various areas under discussion. Subsequently these species 
would have been subjected to separate processes of domestication in different centres, 
and their names might then have diffused as loanwords to other areas. For the moment 
this cannot be anything else than a reasonable but unproved conjecture. 


57 Haudricourt & Jean-Bmnhes Delamarre 1986: 263-264. 
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Klimov, Georgiy Andreevic, 46, 143* 
152* 194 

Korolev, Andrei, 48 
Kozin, P.M., 188* 

Kramers, J.H., 151* 

Krauss, W., 176* 

Kretschmer, Paul, 87,105 
Kronasser, I Ieinz, 162* 

Krupa, Viktor, 25 
Kusnareva, K.X., 158 f 
Kuz’mina, E.E., 157* 158* 159*, 188* 
Kuznecova, 49 

Lamberterie (see deLamberterie) 
Landau, O., 183* 

Lanfry, 48 

Langacker, Ronald W., 29 
Langdon, S., 162* 

Laoust, E., 48 

Laroche, Emmanuel, 144/, 147* 149, 
152, 153* 161, 162, 163, 181* 
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Leander, 48 
Lebrun, R., 163 f 
Leclant, J., 163 f 
Lehmann, Winfred P., 176 f 
Lejeune, M., 177 f , 196 
Leslau, Wolf, 46 
Levi, D., 163 f 
Levine, M.A., 158 f , 159 f 
Levy, J., 48 
Littauer, M.A., 188 f 
Littman, Enno, 46 
Livius, Titus, 87, 88 
Lubotzky, A.M., 176 f 
Lytkin, Vasilij Il’ic, 46 
MacAlister, Robert Alexander Stewart, 
60 

McAlpin, David W., 20 
Macek, V., 186* 

Majtinskaja, 49 
Mallinson, Graham, 28 f 
Mallory, Jas. P., 158 f , 164 f , 166 f , 188 f , 
189,201 f 

Mandelbaum, A., 156 r 
Manaster-Ramer, Alexis, 106 
Mann, Stuart E., 48 
Marinetti, A.M., 94, 101 
Markey, Thomas L., 4, 5 
Marr, Nikolai Ya., 144 f , 178 f 
Martin, A., 204 
Martin, Samuel E., 20* 

Masson, E., 178 r 
Matisoff, James A., 32 
Malolczi, J., 158 r 
Mayr, J.. 103 or 104 
Mayrhofer, Manfred, 166 r 
Maziulis, V., 190 f , 191*, 195 f 
Meid, Wolfgang , 166 f , 189 f , 191 f , 200 f 
Meier-Briigger, M., 186 r 
Meillet, Antoine, 152 f , 155* 186 f , 197 f 
Melchert, H. Craig, 148 r , 161 f , 169 f , 
170 f , 181 f , 187,203 f , 204 f 
Melikisvili, Georgiy Aleksandrovic, 25, 
150 f , 153 f , 161 f 
Mellaart, J., 157 f 
deMello Beiro, C., 122 
Menges, KarlH., 20 r 


Meriggi, Piero, 48, 192 f , 204 f 
Mescaninov, Ivan Ivanovic, 144*, 150* 
153* 

Mezlumjan, S.K., 158 f 
Milewski, Tadeusz, 183 f 
Militarev, Aleksandr Yuri, 21,32 f 
Miller, D.A., 158 f , 166* 

Miller, Roy Andrew, 20 f 

Miller, Vs.F., 151 f 

Morandi, A., 144 f 

Morgenstierne, Georg, 166 f 

Moscati, S., 156 f 

Mudrak, Oleg A., 3, 20,46, 47, 49 

Nagy, G., 181 f 

Nemirovskij, M.Ya., 144 f , 156 f 
Neu, Erich, 143 f , 146, 147 f , 148 f . 149 f . 
150 f , 153 f , 160 f , 161 f , 162 f , 179*, 189*, 
202 * 

Neumann, Gunter, 170* 

Nikolaev, Sergei L., 106, 146* 147*, 148, 
149* 153*, 164*, 179*, 184, 193* 199* 
201 * 202 * 

Nougayrol, J., 144* 162* 

Nozadze, N.A., 144* 149*, 162* 

Odincov, G.F., 172* 

Oettinger, Norbert, 203* 

Olzscha, K., 146* 

Orgl, Vladimir E., 21,45, 144* 

Otten, H., 160 

Pallottino. Massimo, 72, 77, 106, 156*, 
200 * 

Panagl, O., 177* 

Parpola, Simo, 26 
Parrot, Andre, 144 1 , 162* 

Payne, John R., 28,29 
Payne-Smith, 48 
Pecorella, P.E., 144* 

Pedersen, Holger, 143,168 
Perixanjan, A.G., 151* 

Pettinato, Giovanni, 145* 

Pciros, Ilia I., 21, 159* 

Pekarskij, E.K., 49 
Pennacchietti, 48 
Piggott, S„ 157* 188* 

Pilszczikowa, N.N., 45 
Pinnow, Heinz-Jurgen, 51 


262 



Indices 


Piotrovskij, I.J., 157 f , 188 r 
Pisani, Vittore, 87,168, 176 f 
Plath, R., 191 f 
Pliny, 88, 115 
Poebel, Arno, 25, 26 
Poghirc, Cicerone, 155 1 
Pokomy, Julius, 45, 48, 55, 151 f , 152 f , 
190,199 f 

Polivanov, Evgenij Dmitreivic, 159*, 
176* 

Polybius, 124 

Porzig, Walter, 172 f , (191 f ), 197 r 
Potratz, H.A., 157 f 
Prosdocimi, Aldo L., 102,104 
Ptolemaios, 124 

Puhvel, Jaan, 45, 151 f , 161 f , 195 f 
Rayevskij, D.S., 192 1 
Ramstedt, Gustaf John, 45/ 

Rasanen, M., 47,49 

Rassadin, 47 

Rauh, H., 157 f 

Redei, Karoly, 25, 46. 48 

Reichelt, H„ 198 f 

Reiner, Erica, 29 

Reizammer, Albert, 27 

Renfrew, Colin, 110, 111 

Rhys, Sir John, 60, 75, 76, 77, 80, 82 

Ribezzo, 87 

Riemschneider, K.K., 204 1 
Rix, Helmut, 77, 88, 89, 93/, 94, 95, 96, 
101,106 

Rosenkranz, Bernhard, 160 r , 204 f 
Ruhlen, Merritt, 19,21,22,23,25,51, 
76 

Riister, C., 161 1 
Salvini, M„ 144 f 
Sarsvelaze, 46 
Schaub, Willi, 28 
Schmeja, Hans, 104 
Schmoll, Ulrich, 115,116,117,128 
Schumacher, Stefan, 87, 88, 89, 101, 
103/,136 

Sherratt, A.G., 158 f , 188 f 
Sherratt, S., 158* 

Shevoroshkin, Vitaly V., 4, 5,20 f , 106 
Siniuk, A.T., 158 f 


Smith, N.S.H., 28 f 
Sokolova, V.S., 151*, 152 f 
Sollberger, Edmond, 24,26 
Sordi, M., 156* 

Speiser, Ephraim Avigdor, 146* 147*, 
153 f 

Spruyette, J., 158 f 

Starke. F„ 145 f , 160 f , 169*, 170 f , 190 r , 
192* 20 l f 

Starostin, Sergei A., 20,21,25,26, 29, 
30, 31,46,49, 51, 53, 106,144 f , 146, 
147 f , 148, 149 f , 150 f , 152 f , 153 f , 159 r , 
164 f , 165, 168,179 f , 184, 185 f , 193 f , 
199 f , 20 l f , 202 f , 204 
Steblin-Kamenskij, I.M., 151 r , 194 f 
Stevenson, R.B.K., 61, 62, 63, 64 
Stolbova, Olga V., 45 
Strabo, 115, 116, 124 
Struve, V.V., 178 f 
Sturtevant, Edgar H., 151 f 
Suarez, Jorge, 32 

Szemerenyi, Oswald John Louis, 169 f , 
178* 

Telegin, D.T., 158* 

Terescenko.N.M., 49 
Thomas, Fran?ois, 31* 

Thomsen, Marie-Louise, 23,24,26, 27, 
28, 29, 32, 143,146 
Thumb, Albert, 166* 

Thumeysen, Rudolf, 87,188* 

Tischel, 45 

Toporov, Vladimir Nikolaevic, 156* 
190* 196* 203* 

Toscakova, 47 
Tovar, Antonio, 76,116 
Trifanov, V.A., 159* 161* 188* 
Trombetti, Alfredo, 96, 105, 144 f 
Trubetzkoy, Nikolaj S., 148*, 149*, 153* 
164* 

Turner, Ralph L., 166* 

Tyler, Stephen A., 31 
Uerpmann, H.-P., 158* 

Unger, Ulrich, 21 

Untermann, Jurgen, 115,116, 117, 118, 
122, 123, 128 
Vaillant, Andre, 31* 
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Valiljev, I.B., 158 f 
Vanagas, Aleksandras, 172 r 
Vasmer, Max, 151 f 
Vavilov, N.I., 158,192 f 
Vennemann, Theodore. 106, 111, 130, 
134, 136 

V emant, Jean-Pierre, 182 f 
Vetter, E., 87, 103 
Villar, F., 116, 122, 144 r 
Vine, Brent, 155 f , 191 f , 204 
Vinogradov, N., 188* 
vondenDriesch, Angela, 157 f 
von Soden, Wolfram, 48 
Wainwright, F.T., 61,63 
Waldbanm, J.C., 181 r 
Watkins, Calvert, 31, 151*, 152 f , 171 f , 
195 f , 199 f 

Wegner,!., 149 f , 162 f 
Whatmough, Joshua, 87 
Wichmann, Y., 48 
Wicklander, S., 116 


Wiesner.J., 157 f , 188 f 
Wilhelm. Gernot. 145,147 f , 149 f , 150 f , 
162, 201 f 

Williams-Forte, E., 163 f 
Winter, Werner, 168 r 
Wolf, S.A., 152 f 
Wolkstein, D„ 161 f 
Woudhuizen, Fred, 72, 110, 123 
Xacikian, M„ 143 f , 145 f , 147 f , 149 f , 162*, 
203* 

Xarsekin, A.I., 144 f 
Xazanov, A.M., 192 f 
Xelimskij, Eugene Arnol’dovic, 49 
Xromov, A.L., 151* 

Zarins, J., 157 r 
Zaxarov, 45, 47,49 
Zdanovic, G.B., 159 f 
Zgusta, Ladislav, 170 f , 174 f 
Zimmer, Stefan, 157 r , 160 
Zveiebil, Kamil V., 20 f , 49 


INDEX OF SUBJECTS 


adjectives, 98 
affixes, 100 

agglutination, 110.111,137 
Ahura Mazda, 151 f , 
alpha-syllabic grid, 123,127 
alphabet 

Etruscan, 91 
Greek, 115 
Latin, 115 
Magre, 91 

Ogham, 67 (see also script, below) 
Punic, 115 
Sanzeno, 91 
Venetian, 91 

Altaic Etymological Dictionary, 3 
Anatolian 

separation of languages. 195 
animate (noun class), 99,110 
Armenia, 157 
Artemis, 181# 


Asia, 171 
barbarians, 93 

Basic Word Order, 68, 110, 137 
Bible, 115 

Big Dipper (constellation), 196 
bilingual texts, 143 
borrowing, 164, 178, 185, 199 f 
Caledonia, 76, 79 
Caledonians, 59 
centum dialects, 174 ff. 

separation from satdm, 176,180 
chariot, 159 

wheeled, 188-202 
Christianity, 61 
classification 

language (Pictish), 68 
typological, 88 
coin inscriptions, 118 
collective (noun class), 99, 110 
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correspondences, 3-6 
derivation, 14 
Ebla, 145, 153/ 

Elam, 157 
epigraphy, 116 
ergativity, 110 
Etruscans, 87 
origins, 200 f 

Eurasiatic (see Language Index, below) 

fire lore, 151* 

flexion 

of nouns, 72, 94 
of verbs, 97/, 111 
gender system, 92, 99 
genetic relationship, (81/C), 110, 111, 
138 

Georgia (or, Gruzia), 158 
glottalic theory, 5 
glottochronology, 109,110 
gold, 115 
Goths, 105 
harness, 192,202 
Hittite chronology, 194/ 
homeland 
Hurrian, 173 
Indo-European, 158 
Proto-Finno-Ugrian, 187 f 
Proto-Yenisseyan, 164* 
horse, 157 

archaeological data, 165 
domestication, 157 
horseback riding, 158,198 

Alan invaders brought to Caucasus, 
199 

late appearance in Greece, 177 f 
metaphor for river, 172 
winged, 169 
hydronyms, 172 
image (horse head), 157 
inanimate (noun class), 99,110 
index finger, 55 
Indo-European migrations, 188 
inscriptions, 64, 67, 89, 117/C 
Ishtar (the Destroyer; =Shaushka), 161/C 
isogloss retention/loss, 109, 110 
Karmir-Blur, 157 


kinship, 19 f 
language 

classification (Pictish), 68 
comparison (non-I.E.), 81,83 
genetic relationship, (81/C), 110 
lead, 185 f 
lexical parallels, 13 
Mantua, 156 
manuscripts, 61 
mass comparison (lexical), 22 
matrilinear succession 
Mesopotamia, 157 
methodology, 59/, 68, 88/, 116/ 
migrations, 188 
military, 159 
mining, 115 
monuments, 61 
morphology, 13-15 
Mozan, 144, 157,159,188 
noun class system, 92, 94, 99, 100, 110, 
111 

noun flexion, 72, 94 
numerals, 19 f , 106, 107, 111 
Ogham (see also script, below) 
chronology, 67 
oxen, 173 

palatalized stops, 166 
papyrus, 115 
Pegasus, 185 r , 

personal (noun class), (99), 110 
phonetic development, 165 
phonology, 3 
prefixes, 100 
Rictus (Rato), 88 
reconstruction, 22 
notation, 22 

satem (satdrn) dialects, 166/C 
Scotland, 59 
Scots, 67 
script 

alpha-syllabic, 115,123,127,137 
alphabetic, 115 
Celtiberian, 115 
Etruscan, 118 

northeastern Iberian, 115,118 
Ogham, 61,62,63,64,67 
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Ballymote, 62, 67 
scholastic, 62, 67 
uncial Latin, 63 
southeastern Iberian, 116,118 
syllabic, 123 

Tartessian, 115/, 118, 137 
silver, 115, 185 f 
slag, 115 

stability (temporal), 78, 79 
stele, 115, 118 
stops, 3-6 

structural analysis, 68, 69-71 
suffixes, 83, 94, 100, 111, 134/; 
Swadesh list, 14 
Tartessians, 137 
Tartessos, 115 
three-gender system, 176 
transcriptions, 65/, 89/, 128/7 


Troy, 171 

Tupkish (king), 157,163 

Urkesh, 144, 157, 159, 162, 163, 188 

verb flexion, 97/, 111 

Winter’s law, 5 

yoke, 192# 

zodiac, 191 


LANGUAGE INDEX (SELECTED) 


Afroasiatic, 20 
Ainu, 20 

Akkadian, 145,204 
Alan (Scythian), 19 Iff. 

Albanian, 152 
Altaic, 3-6,20 
Anatolian, 144,168 195 

Northern Anatolian (Hittite), 195,204 
Southern Anatolian, 195 
Ancient Macedonian, 186 
Aquitanian, 100 
Armenian, 168*, 185, 204 
Aryan (see Indo-Iranian) 

Avestan, 150/ 

Babungo, 28 
Bactrian, 151 
Baltic, 172 
Balto-Slavic, 195 

Basque. 68, 81, 82/, 83, 100, 110, 132/, 
138 

Burushaski, 21 f , 100 
Camunian, 111,132/ 

Carian, 170 

Celtic, 61,68, 83, 176/, 195 
Celto-Italic (group), 115 


Chukchi-Kamchatkan, 20 
Czech, 152 

Dene-Caucasian, 21,51 
Elamite, 20 
Elymian, 111 
English (Old), 190,191 
Eskimo-Aleut, 20 

Etruscan, 68, 82/, 83, 87, 94, 95, 105, 
106, 109, 110, 111,130,132/, 138, 
143/,146,156 
Eurasiatic, 13,20,23 
Finno-Ugric, 19 f 
Gaelic, 61 
Germanic, 176,195 
Gilyak, 20 
Gothic, 176 

Greek, 144, 151 f , 177, 189, 195 
Gypsy, 152 
Ilatti, 21, 147 
Hittite, 143, 174, 189, 194/ 
Hungarian, 152 

Hurrian, 143, 144,147, 150, 173, 202 
Hurro-Urartian, 21, 143, 168.204 
Iberian, 83, 100, 115, 116, 132/, 138 
Indo-Aryan, 166 
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Indo-European, 3-6, 9-11, 19 f , 20, 97, 
143, 168, 185 
Indo-Iranian, 166 
Iranian, 150, 198//! 

Italic, 176 
Japanese, 20 
Kartvelian, 3-6, 20, 143/ 

Keltic (see Celtic) 

Ket, 21 
Korean, 20 
Kurd, 151 
Latin, 152 
Laz, 105 

Lemnian, 88,95, 106, 110, 111 
Ligurian, 132/ 

Lezghian (group), 5 
Luoravetlan, 20 
Lusitanian, 115 
Luwian, 144/, 169, 189 
Luwian-Lycian, 168, 170 
Macedonian, 15 l r 
Median, 167 
Minoan, 133 
Mittani, 160 
Mongolian, 20 
Na-Dene, 21 

non-Indoeuropean (in Europe), 59-83, 87- 
111,115 

North Caucasian, 82/.', 83,100,106,110, 
136, 143/, 168, 193,201 
Nostratic, 3-6,13-15,19 ff., 55 
Nuragic, 132/ 

Nuristani, 166 
Old English, 190,191 
Ossetian, 199 


Palaic, 147 


Paleoeuropean (group), 97, 130, 132/, 
138 

Pelasgian, 111 
Phrygian, 190 f 
Pictish, 59-83, 132/ 

Polish, 152 

Proto-Anatolian-Hittite, 175 
Proto-Indo-European, 193 
Proto-Northern Caucasian, 197/ f 
Proto-Noslratic, 20 
Proto-Nostratic-Sino-Caucasian, 21 
Proto-Yenisseyan, 164 f 
Ratian (Raetian), 68, 87-111, 132/ 
Rumanian, 152 
Russian, 152 
Scythian (see Alan) 

Semito-Hamitic (see Afroasiatic) 

Serbian, 152 

Sidctic, 170 

Sino-Caucasian, 21 

Sino-Tibetan, 21, 100,146 

Slavic, 172,204 

Slovene, 152 

Sogdian, 151 

Sumerian, 19-32 

Tartessian, 115-138(130) 

Thracian, 171 

Tocharian, 175, 189,190 f , 195, 204 
Tocharian B, 148 f , 151 f 
Tungusic, 20 
Turkic, 15, 20 
Ukrainian, 152 
Uralic, 9-11 
Uralic-Yukaghir, 20 
Urartian, 143/, 185 
Vakhan-Khotanese, 173 
Yenesseian, 21, 100, 146,164 f 


WORD INDEX (SELECTED) 

*acua (horse), 173 
a-is-er (gods), 99, 108 
apa (father), 108 
arma (chariot), 196 
Assuwa (Asia), 171 


aswa (horse), 166 

*atj a (father), 10 

*bhur- (to move quickly), 198 f 

can - (4-wheeled chariot), 197 
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*dwou- (two), 4 

endan (king), 144 

equus (horse), 176 

es (donkey), 168 f 

essi- (horse), 163 

*gora (mountain), 4 

*g w er- (mountain), 4 

iapa (horse), 176 

karr (stone), 98, 108 

konii (funerary of man), 124/ 

k‘ori (mountain), 4 

*kuetiler (four), 55 

*k'utV (?, index finger), 55 

*kutte (six), 55 

*k w el- (wheel), 190 

-1- (voluntative verb), 202 ff. 

lugal (king), 144 

luku (king, man), 99 

mi (lslpers. sing.), 97, 104 

nai (1st pers. sing.), 97 

*paa (head), 10 

*qan|ntV (front), 45 

rad (wheel), 192 

ras (human), 105/ 

sus (horse), 178 

tell (count), 202 

*tep- (warm), 3 

*t‘epV (warm), 3 

-TER (relationship), 9 

*tiuwu (two), 4 

*tork w - (spindle), 200 

*tul[i][g]V (to spread), 46 

waegn (wagon), 191 

*weg’h-(road), 191 

wiza- (to drive), 192 

*x (w) owHV (mouth), 51 

yukan (yoke), 192 

*?in|na|a (place), 48 


ablative-locative, 30 
air, 108 

animate plurals (e.g. gods, men), 27 
axle, 195/, 199 
bake (verb), 147 


be, 77, 82 
birds, 185/ 

bit (for horse’s mouth), 199 

blood, 181 

brother, 9 f. 

bum, 4 

building, 4 

cart, 199 

chariot, 192 ff. 

child, 82 

city, 109, 132,182 
cohortative (e g., let me), 24 
comitative (e.g.. its, with its), 28 
cooks, 147 

coordinative (e.g. and), 28, 29 
daughter, 10, 96 
day, 4 

demonstrative (e.g., this), 25 
die, 98,(109) 
donkey, 179 
eagle, 184/ 
eye, 178 

father, 9/, 72, 82, 108 
finger (index), 55 
fire, 150/ 
five, 187 
foal, 186/, 199 r 
forest, 82 
four, 55 
give, 97/ 

god(s), (99, 108, 132), 133, 135, 145/, 
170 

good, 82 
grave, 132 
gravestone, 79 
hand, 108 
hear, 3 
high, 132 
horse, 157-188 
house, 4,132 
hub, 197 

human, 93, 105/, (109), 132 
I, me, 77,82,97, 104, 108 
index finger, 55 
interrogative, 24 
king, 99, 144 


268 



Indices 


knee, 4, 99, 109 

knight, 200 

land area, 132 

large, 82 

leader, head, 82 

let (as part of verb), 202 f. 

left (side of body), 148 

leg, 99 

light, 132 

live, 109 

man, 82, 93,99, 105, 108, 132, 135 

me (see 1, above) 

moon, 132 

mother, 9f, 72, 82 

mountain, 4, 132, 152 f 

name, 109 

negative (e g., no; not), 23 
oak, 4 
one, 132 

people, 93, 105/, 109 
pole, 194, 199 
pure, 179 r 

reflexive (e g., sel0> 24 
rein, 198 

right (e.g., side of body), 148, 149 
road, 191 
saddle, 199 
self, 24 


seven, 19 f 

sister, 10 

sister-in-law, 4 

sister-son, 61, 72, 79 

six, 55 

skin. 4 

slave, 152/C 

son, 82, 96,108 

spring, 132 

stirrup. 199 

stone, 82, 98, 108, 132 

strap, 199 
sun, 4, 179 r 
ten, 101 

thill (of a chariot), 194,199 
three, 101 
tree, 4 

two, 4,101,109 
wall, 4 
warm, 3 

water, 108, 133, 135 
way, 191 

wheel, 189/C, 192/C, 201 
yoke, 192/C, 199 
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